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GOEDON  a.  QAFFET. 
Supreme  Cowrie  Third  District;  Special  Term^  Marchj  1859. 

AlTACHlDaiT. — ^AonOK  FOB  THB  RbOOYERY  OF  MoKBT. 

Hie  Code  does  not  aaihoflie  an  attachment  as  a  provlfiioDal  remedy,  in  actloni 
for  wroDgs. 

Motion  to  set  aside  warrant  of  attachment  as  nnanthorked 

by  law. 

The  facta  are  etitted  in  the  opinion  of  the  conrt. 

ff.  Smithy  for  the  motion. 
C.  A.  RunJoUy  opposed. 

HooEBooH,  J. — ^Hie  summons  in  this  action  gives  notice  that 
"the  plaintiff  will  apply  to  the  court  for  the  r^i^ demanded 
in  the  complaint'' 

The  complaint  alleges  that  the  bam,  shed,  and  comcrib  of 

the  plaintiff,  in  Schoharie  county,  were  destroyed  by  Are  in 

I  ^nguBtlast;  that  they  contained  hay,  fowls,  buckwheat,  sleighs, 

forks,  rakes,  shoyels,  and  various  other  farming  utensils,  the 

pToperty  of  the  plaintiff,  which  were  also  destroyed  by  fire';. 
You  XL— 1 
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the  said  barn,  shed,  coracrib,  and  the  contentB  thereof,  being  of 
the  value  of  $1100 ;  that  said  buildings  were  set  an  fi/re  by  de- 
fendant, and  thereby  said  buildings  and  their  contents  de- 
stroyed, and  that  tlie  defendant  wrongfully  and  designedly 
destroyed  t^e  same ;  that  in  consequence  thereof  plaintiff  has 
suffered  additional  damage  to  the  amount  of  $100,  in  the  incon- 
venience, loss,  and  expense  of  being  deprived  of  their  use,  and 
in  gathering  and  storing  the  produce  of  his  form.  The  com- 
plaint claims  damages  to  the  amotmt  of  $1200.  Upon  the  sum- 
mons and  complaint,  and  an  affidavit  stating  substantially  these 
facts,  and  further  stating  facts  tending  to  show  that  the  de- 
fendant has  absconded  or  is  concealed,  the  plaintiff  obtained 
from  the  county  judge  of  Schoharie  county  a  warrant  of  at- 
tachment against  the  property  of  the  defendant,  which  the 
defendant  now  moves  to  set  aside,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
attachment  is  unauthorized  by  law. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  motion  should  be  granted,  for  the 
following  reasons : 

1.  Section  277  of  the  Code  authorizes  an  attachment  ^^  ill  an 
action  for  the  reoofoery  of  money ?^  This  language  must  receive 
a  reasonable  construction  in  view  of  the  probable  intent  of  the 
Legislature,  and  former  statutes  regulating  attachments  against 
property.  I  think  it  refers  to  cases  where  a  9mn,  of  money  is 
specified  in  the  summons,  as  the  sum  for  which  the  plaintiff 
will  take  judgm^it,  if  the  defendant  fail  to  answer  the  com- 
plaint.   {Code,  §  129.) 

2.  The  attachments  authorized  by  the  Revised  Statutes  were 
limited  to  cases  where  the  action  was  upon  contract,  and 
where  the  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor  existed.  Although 
the  relief  is  extended  under  the  Code,  I  see  no  reason  to  believe 
that  the  iremedy  was  intended  to  embrace  torts  or  wrongs. 
Section  227  speaks  of  an  assignment,  or  disposition  of  property 
with  intent  .to  defraud  credttorsy  as  one  of  the  cases  authorizing 
an  attachment.  Section  229  requires  the  amount  of  the  daim 
to  be  specified  in  the  affidavit.  Section  231  provides  that 
the  attachment  shall  require  the  sheriff  to  attach  so  much  of 
the  property  as  shall  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  plaintiff'}^  de- 
mand* 

8.  If  the  plaintiff  is  right  in  his  construction  of  the  statute, 
then  a  warrant  of  attachment  may  be  issued  in  all  cases  of  tres- 
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pass,  troTer,  slander,  libel,  asesalt  and  battery,  and  kindred 
actiooa. 

TbiB  would  be  an  entirely  new  construction  of  the  phrase,  an 
action  **  for  the  recovery  of  money,"  and  was  not,  I  think,  con- 
templated by  the  Legislature.  (See  The  People  a.  Bennett, 
6  AVboM  Pr,,  843  ;  Tuttle  a.  Smith,  /J.,  839 ;  S.  C,  14  JSw. 
Pr^  895;  West  a.  Brewster,  1  Duer^  647;  Hyde  Park  a.  Teller, 
8  How.  Pr.^  504 ;  Field  a.  Morse,  7  il.,  12 ;  Voorhies  a.  Sco- 
field,  /*,,  51.) 

4.  In  regard  to  the  case  of  Ward  a.  Bigg  (18  Barb.^  139),  it  is 
sufficient  to  say  it  does  not  cover  the  case.  It  was  both  an 
action  upon  corUract,  and  the  summons  was  for  the  reeovety  of 
money.  In  regard  to  the  case  of  Hemstein  a.  Matthewsen 
(5  Saw.  Pr.y  196),  so  far  as  it  discusses  the  question  involved 
in  this  case,  I  think  it  was  not  well  decided. 

Without  further  enlarging  upon  the  considerations  which 
favor  the  conclusion,  that  the  present  is  not  one  of  the  cases 
in  which  the  Legislature  intended  an  attachment  to  issne,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  warrant  of  attachment  should  be  set 
aside,  with  ten  dollars  costs. 
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ITow  York  Sv^perior  Comi;  Oeneral  Terrn^  July^  1860. 

Attachxemt. — ^Interpleader. — Motion  to  suBSTrruTE  Adverse 

Claimant  as  Defendant. — ^Appeal. 

Kotioe  of  An  attAchmeht  against  all  defendant*8  property,  Is  insufficient  under 

seetton  285  of  the  Code. 
Of  the  grounds  on  which  an  order  of  interpleader  may  be  grated  under  the 

Code. 
An  order  onder  section  122  of  the  Code,  substituting  an  adveise  claimant  as  a 

defendant,  ia  appealable.  "^ 

Appeal  from  an  order  made  on  a  motion  by  defendants,  to 
substitute  an  adverse  claimant  of  the  fand  in  suit  as  de- 
fendant* 
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The  deeiaion  of  the  motion  is  reported  8  Aniej  354. 

Bt  tbk  Cotbt. — B0BBBT8ON,  J. — This  acdou  is  bronght,  as 
appeaiB  by  the  coiQ]daiDt  therein,  to  recover  a  balance  of 
$d8y000  deposited  with  the  defendants  as  a  loan,  on  the  SOth 
day  of  June,  1858)  by  the  firm  of  L  0.  Wilson  &  Co.,  and  as- 
signed on  that  day  by  Wilson  &  Co.  to  the  present  plaintifia, 
of  which  notice  was  given  to  the  defendants  on  the  1st  day  of 
July,  1858. 

On  the  3d  day  of  July,  1858,  the  defendants  received  a  no- 
tice from  the  members  of  the  firm  of  J.  W.  Paige  &  Co.,  stat- 
ing the  commencement  of  an  action  by  them  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  this  State  against  the  members  of  the  firm  of  L.  O. 
Wilson  &  Co.,  in  which  they  claimed  an  equitable  lien  upon  all 
the  effects  of  that  firm,  by  reason  of  a  special  agreement  made 
in  October  previous, — stated  the  Issuing,  of  an  injunction  ia 
that  action  restraining  ^e  defendants  therein  from  making  any 
disposition  of  thdr  property  owned  in  October  previous,  or  its 
proceeds,  and  still  in  force, — mentioned  an  assignment  by  such, 
defendants,  in  defiance  of  such  injunction  to  the  present  plain- 
tiffs,— and  insisted  that  Paige  &  Co.  would  claim  that  any  as- 
signment was  subordinate  to  their  claim,  and  that  they  had  a 
lien  upon  the  funds  in  the  hands  of  the  present  defendants, 
amounting  to  $49,000.  Such  notice  did  not  set  forth  the  terms 
df  such  special  agreement,  or  otherwise  specify  the  grounds  of 
such  equitable  lien,  or  any  facts  to  sustain  it,  nor  did  it  claim 
that  the  assignment  to  the  present  plaintiff  was  void. 

On  the  dd  day  of  August,  1858,  the  present  defendants  re- 
ceived from  the  sheriff  of  thft  city  and  county  of  New  York, 
copies  of  two  warrants  of  attachment,  commanding  him  to  at- 
tach and  safely  keep  so  much  of  the  property  of  Lewis  O. 
Wilson  as  should  satisfy  the  demands  of  J.  W.  Paige  and  others, 
plaintiffs  in  the  action  in  which  such  attachments  were  issued, 
with  notices  tiiat  they  were  such  copies,  and  that  ^^  all  the  prop- 
erty, debts,  and  credits  of  L.  O.  Wilson,"  then  in  their  poeses- 
sion  or  under  their  control,  would  be  liable  to  such  warrants, 
and  that  they  were  required  to  deliver  all  such  property  to  the 
sheriff,  with  a  certificate  thereof. 

The  order  from  which  the  appeal  is  now  taken,  was  made 
upon  an  application  by  the  defendant  under  the  Code  (§  123)  to 
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sabotitate  the  membere  of  tbe  firm  of  J.  W.  Faige  &  Co.,  and 
the  sheriff,  as  defendants  in  their  place,  and  to  be  diBcbarged 
from  all  liability,  on  depositing  yrith  the  New  York  Life  Infiiir- 
anee  and  Trast  Company  tlie  sum  claimed. 

The  application  waa  founded  upon  an  affidavit  of  one  of  the 
defendants ;  this  affidavit  alleges  the  receipt  of  the  three  notices 
.before  mentioned,  and  that  the  members  of  the  firm  of  J.  W. 
Paige  &  Co.,  and  the  sheriff,  claim  by  the  virtue  of  the  lieu 
mentioned  in  the  notice  of  the  former,  and  the  attachment.  It 
also  alleges,  that  both  claim  and  insist  that  the  assignment  by 
L  O.  Wilson  &  Co.  to  the  plaintiffs  is  void  as  against  J.  W. 
Paige  &  Co.,  as  creditors  of  the  former,  for  reasons  appearing 
OD  its  face,  and  also  on  the  ground  that  the  same  was  executed 
in  fraud  of  their  rights,  arising  from  facts  stated  in  their  notice, 
and  with  intent  to  hinder,  delay,  and  defraud  the  creditors  of 
L.  O.  Wilson  &  Co.;  but  no  facts  are  alleged  to  have  been 
stated,  or  to  exist  to  support  such  charge.  Such  affidavit  fur- 
ther alleges  that  the  present  plaintiffs  have  been  made  defend- 
ants in  the  first  action  brought  by  J.  W.  Paige  &  Co.,  by  a 
supplemental  complaint,  and  that  a  portion  of  the  relief  sought 
therein  is^  to  set  aside  the  assignment  to  the  plaintiffs  as 
fraudulent  and  void. 

In  the  original  complaint  in  the  action  in  the  Supreme  Court, 
by  Paige  &  Co.,  against  L.  O.  Wilson  &  Co.,  they  demand  judg- 
ment, that  the  property  owned  by  them  be  appUed  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debts  owing  by  them  in  October  previous,  and  that 
it  should  be  divided  ratably  among  their  creditors. 

Hie  ground  stated  for  suc}i  relief,  was  the  purchase  by  Wil- 
son A  Co.  of  Paige  &  Co.,  of  $50,000  worth  of  goods ;  tiie  em- 
barrassment of  the  former  in  October,  1857 ;  a  request  to  them 
by  the  plaintiffs  therein,  and  others,  to  extend  their  credit,  which 
was  complied  with,  such  compliance  being  obtained  by  a  repre- 
sentation by  such  drfendants  that  such  embarrassment  was  tem- 
porary, that  they  were  solvent  and  able  to  pay  all  their  creditors, 
and  a  promise  by  them  to  pay  the  plaintiffs  in  full,  or  as  much 
as  any  other  creditors;  such  complaint  further  alleged  that 
other  creditors  had  been  paid  in  full.  Such  complaint  was 
filed  on  behalf  of  the  plaintifis,  and  other  creditors  of  Wilson 
&  Co.,  who  should  elect  to  come  in  and  contribute  towards 
the  expense  of  the  action. 
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The  supplemental  complaint  in  this  action  was  filed  against 
the  original  defendants  in  snch  action  and  the  present  plaintiffe, 
as  parties  defendants  therein,  and  judgment  is  thereby  de- 
manded ;  and  that  the  assignment  to  the  present  plaintifiB'shonld 
be  set  aside,  the  assigned  property  delivered  to  -a  receiver,  and 
distributed  among  the  creditors  of  L.  O.  Wilson  &  Co.,  and  the 
defendants  therein  enjoined  from  disposing  of  any  of  the  assigned 
property ;  the  grounds  for  such  relief  are  stated  therein  to  be 
the  assignment  after  notice  of  the  injunction  of  the  present 
plaintifis,  the  indebtedness  of  L.  O.  Wilson  &  Co.,  in  October 
previous,  amounting  to  three  millions  of  dollars,  their  payment 
of  two  millions  of  such  debts,  at  the  sacrifice  of  over  half  a 
million  of  dollars,  in  the  loss  on  a  sale  of  goods  to  raise  such 
sum,  and  a  breach  of  the  condition  of  the  extension,  that  all 
the  creditors  of  L.  O.  Wilson  &  Co.,  would  join  in  it.  Noth- 
ing appears  in  such  complaint,  or  in  any  paper  used  on  the 
argument,  as  to  the  time  of  the  service  of  the  injunction. 

The  notices  of  the  attachment  by  the  sheriff  did  not  create 
any  claim  for  the  debt  demanded  in  the  suit,  as  they  did 
not  operate  as  a  levy  or  seizure  by  him,  and  he  can  only  sue 
to  recover  debts  seized  or  attached  by  him.  {Cade^  §  237, 
subd.  4.) 

The  attachment  is  to  be  executed  by  leaving  a  certified  copy 
of  the  warrant  with  the  debtor,  with  a  notice  showing  the 
property  levied  on  (§  236),  and  he  is  required  to  return  an  in- 
ventory, and  keep  the  property  seized  by  him,  to  answer  any 
judgment.    (§  233.) 

The  warrant  of  attachment  only  authorizes  him  to  attach  and 
safely  keep  so  much  of  the  defendant's  property,  as  may  be 
sufficient  to  satisfy  the  plaintiff's  demands,  with  costs  and  ex- 
penses (§  231),  his  right  is  therefore  not  unlimited,  to  seize  and 
attach  all  the  defendant's  property.  The  notices  did  not  there- 
fore comply  with  the  statute,  they  did  not  show  the  property 
levied  on,  they  did  not  describe  it  any  way,  to  whom  it  was 
due,  when  and  for  what  amount. 

In  Orser  a.  Grossman  (4  K  D.  Smithy  443 ;  S.  C,  11  Blow. 
Pr.p  620),  it  was  strongly  intimated  that  the  notice  of  an  at- 
tachment against  all  the  property  would  not  hold  any,  and  it 
was  expressly  decided  in  Kuhlman  a.  Orser  (8  Duer^  242),  in 
this  court,  that  it  would  not.    The  right  to  a  discoTcry  of  the 
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nature  and  amonnt  of  the  claim  show  the  intent  of  the  statate ; 
the  notices,  therefore,  gave  no  claim  to  the  sheriff. 

On  the  faets  set  forth  in  the  original  claim  of  Paige  &  Co., 
in  the  action  against  L.  O.  Wilson  &  Co.,  they  were  not  jndg- 
mentrcreditois  of  the  latter,  and  conld  not  set  aside  their  as* 
signment  for  frand ;  the  promise  by  L.  O.  Wilson  &  Co.,  to  pay 
them  their  extended  notes,  created  no  equitable  lien  npon  their 
assets ;  any  claim  might  render  their  extension  void,  but  conld 
go  no  furUier,  There  was  no  promise  by  L.  O.  Wilson  &  Co. 
to  pay  ont  of  any  specific  fund,  or  appropriate  it  to  the  nse  of 
any  other  creditor. 

The  facts  set  forth  in  the  supplemental  complaint  are  equally 
ineffectual ;  they  only  claim  the  assignment  to  be  void  becanse 
made  in  violation  of  the  injunction ;  that  could  not  be  so,  as 
the  only  effect  is  to  bring  the  violator  in  contempt,  not  the 
stranger  to  the  suit.  All  the  facts  alleged  in  such  action  do 
not  constitute  any  claim  by  the  plaintiffs  therein  against  the 
present  defendants,  and  they  therefore  cannot  be  prejudiced 
thereby. 

The  notice  of  Paige  &  Co.  is  not  broader  than  the  action ; 
they  admit  in  it  that  the  assignment  is  good,  but  claim  it  to  be 
subordinate  to  their  own  lien.  The  claim  of  themselves  and 
the  sheriff,  alleged  in  the  affidavit  of  the  defendants  is  not  sup- 
ported by  any  facts  alleged,  and,  therefore,  is  no  better  than  a 
mere  bald  claim  to  the  money.  The  prayer  in  the  action  of 
Paige  &  Co.,  to  remove  the  present  plaintiffs  as  trustees,  is  in 
support  of  the  assignment. 

llie  affidavit,  however,  on  which  the  motion  was  founded, 
does  not  allege  as  facts  any  of  those  on  which  the  claim  of 
Paige  &  Co.  rests,  or  that  the  applicant  is  ignorant  of  them,  or 
that  he  does  not  know  to  whom  he  can  safely  pay  the  amount 
claimed,  which  was  essentially  necessary  formerly  in  a  bill  of 
interpleader.  (2  Barb.  Ch.  Fr.^  573  ;  Bell  a.  Hunt,  3  TJ.,  391.) 
And  it  is  settled  that  section  122  only  changes  the  mode  of 
relief.  (Sherman  a.  Partridge,  1  Abbotts^  Pr.,  260 ;  11  Bow.  Pr.^ 
154 ;  Duer,  646.) 

The  rule  is  laid  down  in  Shaw  a.  Coster  (8  Paige^  847,  838), 
that  the  party  applying  for  relief  must  show  that  he  is  ignorant 
of  the  rights  of  the  respective  parties  who  are  called  upon  by 
him  to  interplead,  or,  at  least,  that  there  is  some  doubt  npon 


8  ABBOTTS'  PRACHOE  BEPOETS. 


80ine  point  of  fact  to  which  claimant  the  debt  i&  due^  so  that  it 
cannot  safely  be  paid  to  either. 

The  facta  on  which  the  parties'  claim  in  this  case  rests,  are 
all  known,  and  fnmish  no  ground  for  believing  that  one  set  of 
parties'  have  a^ j,  and  there  is  no  reasoii  wbj  the  action  should 
be  iqterfer^d  with. 

The  order  also  seems  one  from  which  an  appeal  can  be  taken ; 
it  affects  a  sabstjintial  right,  the  reasoning  in  St  John  a.  Oroel 
(10  JBotq.  Pr.j  853),  as  to  the  continuance  of  ai\  action  in  the 
ipame  of  a  surviving  plaintiff,  or  of  the  representation  of  a 
deceased  plaintiff,  is  equally  applicable ;  the  plaintiff  should 
not  be  obliged  to  contend  with  parties  not  shown  to  have  any 
interest,  but  who  might  embarrass  him  with  a  frivolous  de^ 
fence. 

The  objection  that  the  order  now  appealed  from  was  not  the 
subject  of  an  appeal  cannot  be  sustained.  The  discretion  m^n* 
tioiied  in  section  122  is  not  such  as  to  make  the  order  unap- 
pealable ;  the  only  object  was  to  give  the  court  discretion  be- 
yond the  facts  required  to  be  stated  in  the  affidavit,  without 
which  the  court  had  not  jurisdiction  to  make  the  order,  but  that  * 
diicretion  must  be  regulated  by  the  rules  of  law  adopted  in 
"seffLTd  to  bills  of  interpleader ;  the  right  affected  is  substantially 
within  the  meaning  of  subdivision  8  of  section  349 ;  it  clearly 
would  have  been  so  if  the  relief  asked  for  had  been  refused  in 
a  proper  case,  and  the  plaintiffs  are  equally  clearly  affected  in 
a  substantial  right  when  their  past  dues  are  subjugated  to  the 
costs  of  a  litigation  and  commissions  on  the  moneys  paid  in  and 
out  of  the  hands  of  a  depository. 

A  refusal  to  allow  an  action  to  be  continued  in  the  name  of 
a  surviving  plaintiff,  or  the  names  of  the  representatives  of  a 
deceased  plaintiff,  although  a  new  action  might  have  been 
brought  by  them,  was  held  to  affect  a  substantial  right  (St 
John  a.  Croel,  10  Biow.  Pn,  253.)  The  substitution  of  new  de- 
fendants, perhaps  of  not  equal  solvency  with  the  original  pa]> 
ties,  appears  to  me  equally  to  do  so. 

The  order  appealed  from  must  be  reversed,  with  ten  dollars 
coats  of  the  appeal,  to  ^ide  the  event  of  the  suit 
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Ihe  dccUon  of  a  referee  on  a  qneetlon  within  ibe  power  of  the  court  to  diieot 
to  be  determined  by  a  reference,  and  which  might  be  reviewed  by  appeal, — «.  ^., 
OQ  a  qneetton  of  the  settlement  of  the  accounts  of  a  receiver, — is  a  determina- 
tioa,  which,  when  made  an  order  of  the  oonrt,  is  oonclnrire  on  the  parties  as 


Appeal  from  a  judgment 

nke  facts  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Bt  the  Cottbt. — ^Hilton,  J. — John  Daig,  the  husband  of  the 
defendant,  died  intestate,  in  October,  1846,  and  in  the  same 
year  the  defendant  was  appointed  by  the  surrogate  of  the 
county  of  New  York,  administratrix  of  his  goods,  chattels,  and 
effects.  Among  the  property  to  he  administered,  was  a  house- 
hold estate,  which  in  January,  1847,  she  sold  to  Ira  Burge,  re- 
ceiving from  him  in  part  payment,  his  note  for  $2,500.  In 
March  following,  and  bef<»re  Uie  note  was  paid,  an  action  was 
brought  in  the  Supreme  Oourt,  by  John  P.  Bemarest  and  wife, 
agunst  the  defendant  and  others,  for  the  purpose  of  establish- 
ing an  alleged  will  of  John  Daig,  and  in  this  suit  an  injunction 
was  granted,  restraining  the  defendant  from  intermeddling  as 
administratrix  or  otherwise,  with  the  estate  or  effects.  Pend- 
ing  the  suit,  Thomas  J.  G)leman  was  appointed  receiver  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  property  of  the  deceased,  and  in  addition 
was,  in  December,  1851,  appointed  special  receiver  of  the  Burge 
note  then  held  by  the  defendant,  hut  which  on  his  appointment^ 
was  by  her  deliveied  over  to  him,  and  he  afterwards  was  paid 
the  amount  of  it,  which,  with  interest,  was  on  February  25, 
1852,  $2,808.18.  In  June  following,  the  Supreme  Oourt  de- 
creed, upon  a  hearing,  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint  in  the 
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action  thus  commenced,  and  dissolved  the  injunction  as  granted  ; 
whereupon  the  defendant  was  reappointed  by  the  surrogate, 
administratrix  of  the  estate,  &c.,  of  John  Daig,  and  entitled  as 
such  to  the  proceeds  of  the  Burge  note.  In  March,  1853,  the 
defendant  and  Coleman  had  a  settlement  respecting  their  pro- 
ceeds, by  which  the  defendant  received  three  coal-bonds  for 
$2,500  of  the  Chartrer's  Coal  Company,*  in  which,  it  was 
claimed  by  Coleman,  the  money  had  been  invested ;  and  a 
check  for  a  difference  or  balance  o(  about  $158.  At  this  time, 
the  defendant  gave  the  receipt  and  guaranty,  upon  which  suit 
is  now  brought,  and  by  which  she  acknowledged  receiving  the 
bonds  and  difference  mentioned,  in  full  settlement  of  her  claim 
against  Coleman  as  special  receiver  in  respect  to  the  Burge 
note,  and  discharged  him  from  all  liability  therefor ;  aild  fur- 
ther, she  assumed  the  responsibility  of  accounting  to  all  per- 
sons interested  in  the  estate  of  John  Daig,  deceased,  and 
agreed  to  save  Coleman  and  his  heirs  harmless  therefrom — ^the 
instrument  concluding  with  the  assertion  that  as  administra- 
trix, she,  the  defendant,  had  full  power  to  make  such  set- 
tlement. 

In  May,  1854,  several  of  the  parties  to  the  suit  thus  dis- 
missed, upon  a  petition  and  notice  of  presentation  thereof,  duly 
served  on  Coleman,  applied  to  the  court  for  an  order  requiring 
him  to  render  an  account  of  his  proceedings  as  trustee  and  re- 
ceiver of  the  rents  and  profits,  and  also  as  special  receiver  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  Burge  note ;  and  upon  the  amount  in  his 
hands  being  ascertained,  that  he  pay  it  over  to  be  distributed 
by  the  court  among  those  entitled  to  it.  It  seems  that  there 
was  no  opposition  to  this  application,  and  accordingly  an  order 
of  reference  was  made  on  May  12, 1854,  by  the  court  to  Day- 
ton Hobart,  Esq.,  to  take  and  possess  the  accounts  of  Coleman, 
and  upon  a  settlement  thereof,  and  the  accounts  in  his  hands 
being  ascertained,  directing  that  he  pay  it  into  the  hands  of 
the  referee,  to  be  distributed  among  the  parties  entitled  to  it. 
And  furthermore,  it  was  provided  that  upon  such  reference, 
Coleman  or  any  of  the  parties  to  this  suit  were  at  liberty  to 
summon  before  the  referee  all  persons  interesited  in  the  aocountSi 
so  that  the  same  might  he^naUy  settled. 

Before,  as  it  seems,  any  prooeedings  were  had  under  this 
order,  and  while  the  defendant,  Mrs.  Daig,  was  ignorant  of  its 
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liaring  been  granted,  she  caneed  an  application  to  be  made  to 
the  coart  for  an  order  reqairing  Coleman  to  account  respecting 
the  Bni^  note.  Hie  petition  npon  which  this  application  waa 
based,  and  which  was,  with  notice  of  the  intended  motion  to 
the  conrt,  presented  and*  duly  served  on  Ooleman,  stated  that 
as  administratrix  of  John  Daig,  deceased,  she  had  rendered  to 
the  surrogate  a  fall  account  of  her  proceedings,  and  been  fully 
discharged,  except  as  to  the  proceeds  of  the  Barge  note,  and 
as  to  which  Coleman  had  in  no  way  accounted,  except  for  a 
small  sum,  which  was,  as  before  stated,  promised  her  in  cash — 
and  as  to  the  three  coal-bonds  delivered  to  her  in  settlement, 
that  they  were  imposed  upon  her  by  fraud  and  misrepresenta- 
tion on  the  part  of  Coleman,  were  of  no  value,  and  that  in- 
stead of  the  moneys  having  been  by  him  invested  in  them,  at 
or  about  the  time  of  its  receipt,  as  he  had  represented  to  her, 
that  the  money,  as  she  believed,  had  been  used  by  him  in  his 
business,  and  the  bonds  had  been  procured  afterwards  for  a 
nominal  sum,  and  were  worthless. 

On  the  hearing  of  this  application  Coleman  appeared,  denied 
under  oath  all  the  fraud  and  deception  charged  against  him, 
and  alleged  that  the  investment  in  the  coal-bonds  had  been 
made  in  good  faith,  and  at  Mrs.  Daig's  request  That  as  such 
receiver  he  had  settled  with  her  as  administratrix, — ^taken  from 
her  an  indemnity  against  farther  accounting,  and  therefore  was 
folly  discharged  from  the  trust  respecting  the  Burge  note.  He 
concluded  his  answer  to  the  petition  by  asking  for  its  dismissal, 
with  costs.  After  hearing  the  parties,  the  court  referred  it  to 
Hieodore  Sedgwick,  referee,  to  take  testimony  upon  all  the 
issues  involved  in  the  petition  and  the  accompanying  papers, 
and  report  the  same  to  the  court,  reserving  all  questions  until 
the  coming  in  of  the  cause,  when  the  matter  might  be  brought 
up  by  motion  of  either  party. 

Subsequently,  the  defendant  having  been  notified  of  the  ref- 
erence to  Hobart,  appeared  therein.  During  its  progress  Cole- 
man insisted  that  he  should  only  be  called  upon  to  vouch  for 
the  moneys  received  by  him  from  the  real  estate  of  John  Daig, 
deceased,  excluding  the  Burge  note ;  but  the  referee  decided 
otherwise,  and  held  that  under  the  order  of  reference  he  waa 
required  to  report  the  accounts  in  respect  to  each,  both  as  to 
the  note  and  real  estate.    Shortly  after  this  decision,  Coleman 
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applied  to  the  eonrt  to  have  the  acoomita  in  respect  to  the 
Borge  note  continaed  under  the  order  of  Beferee  Sedgwick, 
and  withdrawn  from  the  consideration  of  Mr.  Hobart,  under 
the  order  of  reference  to  him.  The  court,  after  hearing  counsel 
for  all  the  parties  interested,  denied  this  application,  and  directed 
that  the  reference  to  Mr.  Sedgwick,  and  the  order  and  proceed- 
ings thereon  be  revoked  and  discharged,  and  Mr.  Hobart  was 
directed  to  fnlly  execute  the  order  of  Maj  19, 1854,  and  Cole- 
man was  directed  to  account  for  the  proceeds  of  the  Burge  note, 
and  all  other  matters  as  in  the  order  provided.  The  effect  of 
this  direction  was  to  engpraft  upon  the  reference  to  Hobart  the 
issue  presented  by  the  petition  of  Mrs.  Daig,  and  the  answer 
of  Ooleman  to  it,  which  had  been  originally  referred  to  Mr. 
Sedgwick  to  take  process  in  respect  to. 

When  the  parties  next  appeared  before  Mr.  Hobart,  upon 
the  reference  dins  c<msolidated,  counsel  for  Mrs.  Daig  tendered 
to  Coleman  the  three  coal-bonds,  and  thereafter  testimony  was 
given  respecting  their  value  and  character,  and  as  to  the  trans- 
actions referred  to  in  the  petition  of  Mrs.  Daig  and  Coleman's 
answer  to  it 

At  the  close  of  the  rrference,  the  referee  determined  in  favor 
of  the  claim  of  Mrs.  Daig,  by  finding  that  Ooleman  had  been 
shown  to  have  received  the  proceeds  of  the  Burge  note,  but 
had  not  shown  any  legal  or  valid  payment  thereof,  and  there- 
upon, the  referee  proceeded  to  and  did  determine  the  rights  and 
interests  of  all  parties  to  the  moneys  ascertained  by  him  to  be 
remaining  in  Coleman's  hands. 

Notice  of  the  motion  for  confirmation  of  this  report  having 
been  given  to  Coleman,  his  counsel  attended  and  opposed,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  referee  erred  in  charging  Coleman  with  the 
Burge  note,  the  same  being  personal  property,  and  Iiaving  been 
paid  over  to  the  administratrix ;  also,  that  he  erred  in  exclud- 
ing testimony  offered  upon  the  reference  to  show  that  Coleman 
had  been  discharged  from  the  payment  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
note  of  Burge ;  and,  finally,  that  it  was  clearly  proved  that 
Coleman  had  paid  the  administratrix  the  moneys  collected  on 
the  note,  while,  if  the  report  was  adopted,  dbe  would  be  en- 
titled to  receive  one-half  of  the  money  over  again.  The  court, 
on  June  80,  1860,  confirmed  this  report  and  decision,  after 
allowing  a  credit  of  about  $800  in  addition  to  those  allowed  by 
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the  referee,  and,  therefore,  an  order  was  made  directing  the 
psyment  and  distribation  of  the  proceeds  of  the  Burge  note, 
dien  amounting  to  $3,015.07,  among  the  parties  appearing  en- 
tided  to  it  Subsequently,  Coleman  failing  to  make  the  pay- 
ment as  directed  by  the  last-mentioned  order,  the  court  awarded 
an  attachment  as  for  a  contempt  against  him,  unless  he  paid  as 
directed  forthwith ;  and  in  respect  to  the  distributive  share  of 
imch  moneys  belonging  to  Mrs.  Baig,  he  was  directed  to  pay  it 
into  the  United  States  Trust  Company,  to  abide  the  result  of 
any  action  in  respect  to  it,  which  might  be  commenced  within 
thirty  days  thereafter,  without,  however,  by  such  direction,  in- 
tendmg  to  adjudicate  upon  the  rights  of  Coleman  and  Mrs. 
Daig  in  any  respect. 

That  action  thus  foreshadowed  has  been  brought  by  the 
present  plaintifT  upou  the  receipt  and  guaranty  of  Mrs.  I)aig, 
fio  given  by  her  at  the  time  of  tiie  alleged  settlement  between 
Coleman  and  her  on  March  10, 1856  ;  the  plaintiff  as  assignee 
having  surrendered  to  any  rights  of  Coleman  upon  the  instru- 
ment which  forms  the'  subject  of  this  suit.  The  defence  here 
18  substantially  a  reiteration  of  the  fraud  and  deception  alleged 
in  the  petition  of  Mrs.  Daig  before  referred  to,  and  a  general 
statement  of  the  proceedings  here  narrated,  claiming  that  by 
these  the  rights  of  Coleman  ahd  herself  respecting  such  receipt 
and  gnaranty,  and  the  proceeds  of  the  Burge  note  had  been 
therein  finally  adjudicated  and  determined. 

At  the  trial  of  this  case  these  facts  substantially  appeared 
from  the  records,  original  orders,  and  proceedings  pi'oduccKl  from 
the  files  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  by  which  it  was  claimed 
that  the  defence  of  res  adjudicata  was  established.  The  judge 
80  held,  and  the  plaintiff  having  appealed,  that  may  be  regarded 
as  the  only  material  question  submitted  for  our  reverse  and  de- 
cision, although  it  was  urged  on  the  argument  that  some  of  the 
evidence  admitted,  notwithstanding  the  plaintiff's  objection  and 
subsequent  exception,  was  incompetent  and  should  have  been 
rgected ;  such  as  the  minutes  of  Mr.  Hobart,  the  referee,  of 
the  proceedings  and  evidence  before  him,  also  copies  of  points 
used  on  the  arguments  had  befbre  the  Supreme  Court.  There 
can  be  no  doubt  that  these  papers  were  improperly  allowed  in 
evidence,  and  if  the  facts  stated  were  in  any  respect,  so  far  as 
they  are  material  upon  the  question  b^ore  us,  gathered  from 
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them,  we  would  feel  called  upon  to  reverse  the  judgment  as  be- 
ing grounded  upon  incompetent  teetimonj.  (1  Phillips  on  Ev.^ 
4th  Am.  ed.,  400,  and  note;  1  Oreenl.  M).^  166.)  But  as  the 
motion-papers,  orders,  reports,  and  documents  referred  to  form- 
ing the  judicial  proceedings  in  the  Supreme  Court  respect- 
ing the  subject  of  the  present  controversy,  and  properly  allowed 
to  be  read  at  the  trial  (Yan  Bensselaer  a.  Akim,  22  Wmd.^  549 ; 
1  Oreenl,  Eo.^  86),  furnish  proof  of  all  the  material  facts  in  the 
case,  the  papers  thus  improperly  admitted  may  be  considered 
by  us  as  cumulative  in  some  degree,  and  therefore  should  be 
regarded  as  immaterial  matter,  in  no  way  affecting  the  result 
arrived  at  by  the  judge  at  the  trial.  (Benjamin  a.  Smith, 
12  Wend.,  404 ;  Smith  a.  Kerr,  1  Barb.,  155.) 

A  brief  review  of  the  proceedings  which  were  instituted  to 
call  Coleman  to  account  for  the  moneys  which  had  come  to  his 
hands  as  special  receiver,  may  be  useful  to  illustrate  the  con- 
clusion to  which  these  facts  necessarily  lead  us. 

Tliere  can  exist  no  doubt  as  to  the  power  of  a  court  of  equi- 
ty, of  its  own  motion  and  at  any  time,  to  call  upon  a  receiver 
appointed  by  it  for  an  account  of  the  money  or  property  which 
has  come  to  bis  handsy  and  to  direct  its  distribution  among  the 
parties  appearing  entitled  to  it.  The  usual  course,  however,  is 
for  the  court  to  await  the  action  of  those  interested ;  and  so  it 
was  in  this  instance.  The  suit  in  which  Coleman  was  appointed 
having  terminated,  some  of  the  parties  to  it,  in  conformity  with 
the  settled  practice  in  such  cases,  applied  to  the  court  for  the 
usual  reference  to  pass  and  audit  the  receiver's  accounts.  The 
order  upon  this  application  having  been  made  without  the 
knowledge  of  Mrs.  Daig,  who  as  administratrix  was  the  only 
person  entitled  to  receive  the  proceeds  of  the  Burge  note,  owing 
to  the  fact  that  it  was  part  of  her  husband's  estate,  which  camo 
to  her  for  distribution  in  due  course  of  administration  (2  Rei>. 
St(U.j  82,  §  6 ;  Ib.j  113,  §  3),  she  subsequently  presented  her 
petition  to  the  court,  setting  forth  the  pretended  settlement  of 
Coleman,  and  upon  which  he  procured  the  receipt  and  guaran- 
ty which  forms  the  basis  of  the  present  action.  She  alleged 
that  it  was  procured  from  her  by  fraud  and  misrq)resentationy 
and  should  not,  therefore,  be  regarded  as  a  bar  to  his  being  re- 
quired by  the  court  to  account  for  and  pay  over  to  her,  as  ad- 
ministratrix, the  moneys  which  had  come  to  his  hands  as  re- 
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ceiver.  To  this  petition  he  answered  by  an  affidavit  denying 
the  fraud  charged,  and  claiming  that  he  had  paid  over  to  her 
all  the  money  he  had  received,  and  asked  that  he  be  discharged 
from  any  accounting  in  the  matter.  Thus  an  issue  of  fact  was 
presented  to  the  court  for  adjudication  in  the  only  way  that  the 
official  position  of  Coleman  would  permit  such  an  issue  to  be 
raised ;  and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  it  was  perfectly  compe- 
tent for  the  court,  at  the  time  of  the  hearing  upon  this  petition^ 
to  determine  the  question  there  presented,  and  to  declare  whether 
the  receipt  and  guaranty  was  entitled  to  the  weight  which  Cole* 
man  claimed  for  it,  or  whether  by  reason  of  the  alleged  \fraud 
and  misrepresentation  it  was  to  be  considered  as  absolutely  void 
and  of  no  obligatory  force ;  and  in  case  the  latter  view  had 
then  been  adopted,  and  the  court  had  ordered  Coleman  to  pay 
the  proceeds  of  the  Surge  note  to  Mrs.  Daig,  as  administratrix, 
I  think  the  learned  counsel  {6t  the  plaintiff  here  would  not  for 
a  moment  contend  that  such  a  decision  would  not  be  a  final 
adjudication  upon  the  question. 

It  certainly  would  make  no  difference  whether  the  judgment 
or  determination  was  in  a  common-law  action,  or  in  a  proceed- 
ing which  by  the  ordinary  practice  of  courts  of  equity  is  of  a  sum* 
mary  character ;  but,  as  was  said  by  Edmonds,  J.,  in  White  a. 
Coatsworth  (2  Seld.^  143) :  "  It  is  enough  that  the  question  has 
been  submitted  to  a  judicial  officer  to  be  determined  in  a  ju- 
dicial way,  that  the  parties  and  their  proofs  have  been  heard, 
and  tlieir  rights  settled  by  a  judicial  determination.  When 
this  has  been  done  it  is  conclusive  upon  the  parties  until  re- 
versed, vacated,  or  set  aside  in  the  forms  prescribed  by  law." 
And  it  seems  that  this  rule  has  been  carried  so  far,  that  it  has 
been  applied  to  the  taxation  of  costs,  'which  though  not  techni- 
cally a  judgment,  yet  is  a  judicial  act — a  duty  confided  to  judi- 
cial officers,  to  be  exercised  in  a  judicial  manner,  and  by  which 
parties  to  the  proceeding  are  concluded.  (Supervisors  of  Onon- 
daga a.  Briggs,  2  Den.^  33.) 

But  it  can  be  said  that  the  court  did  not  so  determine  on  the 
hearing  of  the  petition ;  yet  the  course  adopted  amounted  to 
the  same  thing  in  effect.  Instead  of  determining  the  question 
on  the  spot  upon  the  proofs  which  the  parties  then  offered,  the 
usual  reference  was  ordered  to  take  testimony,  and  this  direc- 
tion was  subsequently  engrafted  upon  the  original  reference 
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granted  in  the  first  instance.  The  referee  was  thus  snbstitnted 
tor  the  judge,  and  his  decision  was  equally  binding ;  and  even 
if  it  were  not,  the  action  •of  the  conrt  afterwards  npon  excep- 
tions by  Coleman  to  his  report  when  this  identical  question 
first  raised  bj  the  petition  was  again  presented,  and  the 
court  affirmed  his  judgm^t,  thus  in  effect  declared  that  the 
receipt  and  guaranty  now  sued  on  was  proctired  by  fritud,  as 
Mrs.  Daig  had  in  her  petition  alleged.  The  order  then  entered, 
having,  as  we  have  seen,  been  made  in  a  summary  application 
in  an  action  after  judgment,  was  subject  to  appeal  as  a  mat- 
ter of  right  (Kh-by  a.  Fitzpatrick,  18  iT:  T".,  484),  and  might, 
as  a  final  determination  affecting  a  substantial  right,  have  been 
bl'ought  ultimately  for  review  before  the  Court  of  Appeals. 
(Chde^  §849,  subd.  5;  §11,  subd.  8.)  It  therefore  comes  within 
the  class  of  adjudications  to  which  the  doctrine  of  res  adjvdi 
eata  is  applicable,  and  Coleman  by  not  appealing  and  procur- 
ing its  reversfll  is  concluded  by  it  To  hold  otherwise  would 
in  our  opinion  be  disregarding  a  salutary  rule  of  law  by  which 
parties  are  prevented  from  litigating  over  again,  at  the  pleiasure 
of  either,  matters  which  have  been  once  solemnly  determined 
by  a  judicial  tribunal.  (Outram  a.  More  wood,  8  Saat^  846; 
Gardner  a.  Buckbee,  8  Cow.^  120 ;  Butt  a.  Stemburgh,  4  /J.^ 
659 ;  Wood  a.  Jackson,  8  Wend.j  9 ;  Millef  a.  Manier,  6  JEKS, 
121 ;  Bouchaud  a.  Dias,  3  Den.^  288 ;  Bangs  a.  Strong,  10  Paige^ 
11 ;  Doty  a.  Brown,  4  Cemst.^  Yl ;  Birckhead  a.  Brown,  5  Sandf.^ 
134 ;  Davis  a.  Talcott,  2  Kem,^  184 ;  Castle  a-  Koyes,  4  Ih.^ 
829.) 
Judgment  affirmed^ 
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.  THE  PEOPLE  AND  PLATT  a.  STOUT. 
Supreme  Courts  First  District;  Special  Term^  May^  1860. 
Again  ^  General  Term^  Jxine^  1860. 
MAi!n3AHus. — Quo  Warbanto. — ^Removal  of  OFncKE. 

JtUndamus  granted  to  compel  the  approval  of  official  bonds,  in  order  to  enable 
the  appointee  to  bring  an  action  to  try  the  title  to  the  office. 

rhe  power  to  remove  an  officer  for  cause  is  of  a  discretionary  or  judicial  nature, 
and.  nnleffi  otherwise  specially  provided  by  law,  is  not  the  subject  of  examina- 
tion or  review  by  any  other  tribunal  than  the  one  in  which  the  power  Is 
vested,  either  in  respect  to  the  cause,  or  in  respect  to  its  sufficiency,  or  exist- 
ence, or  in  any  respect  whatever. 

Mandamus^  and  action  in  the  nature  of  quo  warranto, 

TJie  mayor  of  tlie  city  of  New  York  with  the  consent  of  a 
majority  of , the  Board  of  Aldermen,  removed  the  defendant 
from  the  office  of  city  chamberlain,  and  appointed  Mr.  Piatt, 
the  plaintiff,  in  his  stead.  The  latter  applied  to  the  comptroller 
to  approve  the  bonds  reqaired  by  law  to  be  given  by  him  ;  but 
the  comptroller  declined  to  do  so  on  the  ground  that  the  alleged 
removal  was  ineffectual,  or  that  he  had  bad  no  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  the  new  appointment. 

L  -3/ay,  1860, — Application  for  marhdamus. 

Mr.  Piatt  now  applied  by  counsel  for  a  mandamus,  requiring 
the  comptroller  to  approve  the  bonds. 

David  Dudley  Field  and  i?.  W,  MdTtin^  for  the  relator. 

Wm.  M,  FvartSy  for  the  comptroller. 

James  T.  Brady  and  A,  R,  LawrencCy  for  Mr.  Stout 

Vol  XL —2 
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Mullen,  J. — ^The  counsel  for  Mr.  Piatt  iDsists  that  the  bond 
required  to  be  filed  before  he  (Piatt)  can  enter  on  the  duties  of 
the  office  of  chamberlain,  to  which  he  claims  to  have  been  dulv 
appointed,  must  be  approved  within  fifteen  days  from  the  day 
on  which  he  is  notified  of  his  appointment.  The  fifteen  days 
expire  to-day,  so  that  scarce  an  hour  is  allowed  to  examine  the 
numerous  and  important  questions  involved  in  the  case.  All  I 
can  do  is  to  declare  the  conclusions  at  which  I  have  arrived, 
without  examination  or  reflection,  except  what  I  have  been 
able  to  give  it  during  the  argument.  I  think  the  counsel  is 
mistaken  when  he  insists  that  the  bond  may  not  be  approved 
and  filed  after  to-day. 

But  should  I  be  mistaken  in  this,  and  the  omission  to  have  it 
approved  and  filed  should  work  a  forfeiture  of  the  office,  great 
injustice  will  be  done  to  Mr.  Piatt.  He  has  a  right  to  have  his 
title  to  the  office  tried,  and  this  he  cannot  have  done  if  the 
omission  to  file  makes  a  forfeiture.  Mr.  Piatt  presents,  I  think, 
2L  prima-facie  right  to  his  office.  The  statute  does  not  seem  to 
require  cause  to  be  shown  for  the  removal  of  the  chamberlain, 
by  the  mayor,  with  the  consent  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen.  If 
not,  then  a  vacancy  had  occurred,  and  the  appointment  of  Piatt 
was  regular,  unless  the  meeting  of  the  Board  of  Aldennen  was 
irregular.  As  to  that,  I  entertain  very  serious  doubts.  But  as 
that  question  will  arifee  on  the  trial  of  the  right,  I  Will  not  dwell 
upon  it. 

The  approval  of  the  bond  may  produce  confusion  in  the  finan- 
cial operations  of  the  city  ;  but  I  cannot  allow  that  difficulty  to 
control  the  decision. 

To  refuse  the  mandamus  may  be  to  deprive  Mr.  Piatt  of  the 
office  altogether,  ai^  that  result  ought  not  to  be  brought  about 
unless  demanded  by  the  most  imperious  necessity.  To  allow 
the  mandamus  will  deprive  Mr.  Stout  of  no  rights,  while  to  re- 
fuse it  may  work  irremediable  injury  to  the  other  party. 

The  writ  of  peremptory  mandamus  must  therefore  issue. 

II.  June^  1860. — Quo  warranto. 

Tlie  relator  now  brought  an  action  in  the  nature  of  quo  war- 
ranto^ to  try  the  title  to  the  office.  Judgment  for  the  defendant 
was  entered  pro  forma  at  special  term,  and  the  plaintiffs  ap- 
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pealed.    The   facts  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinions  of  the 
court 

David  Dudley  Fields  for  the  appellants.  • 

Wm.  Curtis  Noyea  and  James  T.  Brady ^  for  the  respondent. 

Leonard,  J. — ^This  is  an  action  in  the  nature  of  a  q%u>  war- 
ranto^ to  oust  and  exclude  Mr.  Stout  from  the  oflSce  of  chamber- 
lain of  the  city  of  New  York,  which  it  is  alleged',  he  withholds 
after  removal  by  lawful  authority,  from  Mr.  Piatt,  who  has  been 
legally  appointed,  and  has  duly  qualified.  • 

Tlie  cause  assigned  for  the  removal  of  Mr.  Stout  was,  that  he 
had  refused  to  pay  interest  on  the  funds  of  the  city,  in  his  hands 
bv  virtue  of  his  oflico. 

The  mode  of  removal  was  by  the  mayor,  with  the  consent  of 
a  majority  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen. 

Mr.  Stout  insists  that  he  was  not  required  to  pay  interest  by 
the  ordinances;  that  he  was  never  notified  of  any  charge 
against  him  in  his  oflScial  capacity ;  that  no  opportunity  was 
atforded  him  to  be  heard  in  his  defence ;  and  that  his  removal 
was,  in  fact,  witliout  any  legal  cause,  and  is  for  tliese  reasons 
wholly  ineflfectual  for  the  purpose  intended. 

Tliese  questions  come  up  on  demurrer  to  the  defendant's  an- 
swer, and  the  pleadings  are  so  arranged  that  every  allegation  of 
fact  on  either  side  is  admitted. 

The  right  of  removal,  except  for  legal  and  sufficient  cause, 
whether  such  cause,  in  fact,  existed  at  the  time  of  the  removal, 
and  was  assigned  therefor,  and  the  authority  of  the  court  to 
examine  into  or  consider  the  manner  in  which  the  power  of  re- 
moval by  the  mayor  and  aldermen  has  been  exercised,  are  ques- 
tions that  have  been  argued  before  us  with  great  learning  and 
abilit}',  and  which  we  are  now  to  decide. 

We  have  given  to  this  case  all  the  time  and  examination 
which  the  brief  interval  since  the  argument,  and  other  daily 
engagements  have  permitted,  and  we  are  now  prepared  to 
announce  our  decision,  as  we  think  correctly;  we  shall,  how- 
ever, necessarily  omit  any  extended  discussion  or  review  of  the 
subject. 

The  city  charter,  passed  in  1857,  provides  (§  19)  that  the 
heads  of  departments  shall  be  appointed  by  the  mayor,  with 
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the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen.  Section  21 
provides,  that  the  mayor  shall  have  the  power  to  suspend,  for 
cause,  during  any  recess  of  the  Common  Council,  and,  by  and 
"witb  the  consent  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen,  to  remove  any  of 
the  heads  of  departments,  except  the  comptroller  and  counsel 
to  the  corporation.  *  *  *  *  That  the  Board  of  Aldermen 
shall  have  power,  without  the  consent  of  the  mayor,  by  a  vote 
of  two-thirds  of  §11  the  members  elected,  to  remove  any  of  the 
heads  of  department^,  for  cause,  except  the  comptroller  and 
counsel  to  the  corporation.  *  *  *  ♦  *  That  the  cham- 
berlain shall  be  appointed  by  the  mayor,  with  the  consent  of 
the  Board  of  Aldermen,  and  may  le  removed  in  the  earns  manner 
with  the  heads  of  departmental 

Referring  to  the  debates  in  the  conventions  which  framed  the 
constitutions  of  1821  and  of  1846,  we  find  that  where  the  power 
of  removal  has  been  conferred,  for  causes  to  be  publicly 
assigned  by  those  in  whom  the  power  has  been  vested,  that  the 
responsibility  to  the  people,  it  was  considered,  would  be  a  Buf- 
ficient  guard  against  an  improper  exercise  of  this  power.  It 
appears  not  to  have  been  contemplated  that  any  review  should 
be  had  of  its  exercise. 

We  have  examined,  with  considerable  care,  to  find  any  ad- 
judicated case  where  the  courts  have  exercised  the  power  to 
review  the  removal  of  an  officer  in  a  case  where  the  right  to 
remove  was  vested,  by  legislative  or  constitutional  enactment, 
in  a  particular  person  or  body,  for  cause  or  upon  notice  to 
the  incumbent,  but  have  been  unable  to  meet  with  such  a 
case. 

The  mayor  and  the  Board  of  Aldermen  were  not  acting 
in  a  ministerial  capacity  in  performing  the  act  here  com- 
plained of. 

The  cases  are  numerous  which  hold,  that  where  a  discretion 
is  vested  in  any  inferior  jurisdiction,  and  that  discretion  has 
been  exercised,  a  mandamus  will  not  be  granted,  because  the 
court  cannot  control,  and  ought  not  to  coerce,  that  discretion. 

The  application  of  the  principles  decided  in  analogous  cases 
arising  on  mandamus,  are,  as  I  conceive,  in  point  here.  The 
remedy  by  mandamus  is  not  the  proper  one  here,  because  Mr. 
Stout  is  now  in  office  by  color  of  right  (People  a.  Corporation 
of  New  York,  3  Johns.  Cas.^  79) ;  but  that  does  not  aflford  any 
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reason  why  the  principles  decided  in  cases  arising  on  manda- 
mus are  not  good  as  authority  in  actions  of  qiw  warranto^  if 
anal^^ne.     (People  a.  Supervisors,  12  How.  Pr,^  204.) 

The  supervisors  were  authorized  by  law  "  to  examine,  settle, 
and  allow,  all  accounts  against  their  respective  counties."  They 
disallowed  a  part  of  the  demand  of  the  relator  (who  was  a 
marshal  for  taking  the  census),  after  having  audited  the  ac- 
count. The  court  held,  that  the  law  conferred  on  the  super- 
visors the  exercise  of  judicial  functions,  and  that  it  was  not 
reviewable  bj'  mandamus.  (People  on  rel.  Peabody  a.  Attorney- 
General,  13  Haw.  Fr.  R.,  179.) 

The  Code  (§  432)  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  attorney-general 
to  determine  whether,  in  any  particular  case,  it  is  proper  that 
an  action  should  be  brought  to  try  the  right  of  any  claimant  to 
an  office.  The  court  refused  a  mandamus,  because  the  exercise 
of  discretion,  under  that  section,  by  the  attorney-general  was, 
in  its  nature,  a  judicial  act,  from  which  there  was  no  appeal, 
and  oVrer  which  courts  have  no  control.  (Waddell  a.  The  Mayor, 
Arc,  8  Barb.^  95.) 

The  charter  of  the  city  of  !N*ew  York  authorized  the  Common 
Council  to  alter  or  amend  the  grade  of  the  streets.  It  was  de- 
cided that  it  was  not  the  province  of  the  Supreme  Court,  to 
review  the  judgment  of  the  Common  Council,  or  examine  into 
their  motives.  {Exp.  Johnson,  3  Cow.^  381.)  This  was  an  ap- 
plication to  the  City  Court  to  remove  a  justice  of  the  peace 
f«>r  making  a  false  return  to  a  certiorari,  and  for  keeping  his 
office  in  a  grog-shop.  Tlie  authority  to  remove  justices  of  the 
peace  was  vested  by  the  Constitution  in  the  County  Court,  for 
causes  to  be  particularly  assigned  by  the  judges  of  that  court, 
and  after  notice  to  the  party  complained  of,  and  an  opportunity 
of  being  heard  in  his  defence.  Tlie  County  Court  denied  the 
application,  without  reference  to  the  merits ;  and,  in  substance, 
refused  to  consider  the  subject  at  all. 

An  application  was  made  to  the  Supreme  Court  for  a  man- 
damus to  compel  the  County  Court  to  take  cognizance  of  the 
matter. 

The  Supreme  Court  decided  that  the  County  Court  held  a 
constitutional  power,  with  which  they  would  not  interfere. 
That  the  County  Court  were  the  sole  judges  whether  they  would 
notice  the  charges  or  not. 
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In  Judges  of  the  Oneida  Common  Pleas  a.  The  People,  cfec. 
(18  Wend.^  79),  the  Cotirt  of  Common  Pleas  certified  that  the 
title  to  land  came  in  question  in  the  trial  of  a  cause  which  car- 
ried costs  against  the  defendant,  although  the  recovery  was 
under  fifty  dollars.  The  defendant  in  that  action  applied  to 
the  Supreme  CAurt  for  a  mandamus,  directing  the  Common 
Pleas  to  vacate  the  order  granting  costs.  The  Supreme  Court 
examined  the  facts,  and  declared  that  the  title  to  land  did  not 
come  in  question,  and  awarded  the  mandamus.  The  question 
was  carried  before  the  late  Court  of  Errors.  The  facts  were  so 
clear  that  it  seemed  indisputable  that  the  Common  Pleas  had 
shown  an  arbitrary  partiality.  Tlie  Court  of  Errors  decided 
unanimously  (twenty- two  members  present),  that  the  grantin 
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or  withholding  of  the  certificate  was  in  the  discretion  of  the 
Common  Pleas,  the  authority  being  conferred  on  them  by 
statute  so  to  do,  and  that  tlie  Supreme  Court  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  review  the  decision  of  the  court  below,  certifying  that 
the  title  to  land  come  in  question  on  the  trial.  This  was  a  case 
where  the  certificate  was  wholly  unfounded  in  fact. 

IS^umerous  other  cases  are  referred  to,  in  the  various  authori- 
ties above  cited,  and  also  in  the  authorities  referred  to  on  the 
points  of  counsel  for  the  appellants,  establishing  conclusively 
that  where  a  particular  discretion  or  authority  of  a  judicial 
nature  has  been  conferred  on  an  inferior  jurisdiction  by  statute, 
the  exercise  of  that  authority  cannot  be  reviewed  in  any  respect, 
and  the  judgment  which  such  jurisdiction  may  render  is  con- 
clusive, unless  the  right  of  appeal  or  review  has  been  expressly 
given  by  law. 

The  authorities  cited  from  English  reports,  by  the  counsel  for 
the  respondent,  have  also  been  carefully  examined,  and  with- 
out here  reviewing  them  in  detail,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the 
authority  to  remove  officers  by  the  various  corporations  by 
which  the  power  was  exercised  was  derived  from  custom,  pre- 
scription, or  as  an  incidental  power,  and  in  many  instances, 
where  the  incumbent  had  a  freehold  interest  in  the  office.  The 
existence  of  the  right  to  make  the  removal  at  all,  was  in  many 
cases  a  fact  necessary  to  be  ascertained ;  and  if  the  right  ex- 
isted, then,  in  many  cases,  to  ascertain  whether  it  had  been 
exercised  in  accordance  with  the  custom. 

Where  the  right  has  been  so  derived,  the  question  involved 
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is  obviously  one  of  fact,  and  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  remo- 
val was  a  ministerial  power,  and  therefore  subject  to  judicial 
review  in  the  courts,  where  issues  for  trial  can  be  framed,  and 
evidence  produced  and  examined. 

From  onr  examination  of  the  case,  without  further  reference 
to  the  language  of  the  section  of  the  statute  from  which  the 
power  of  removal  in  this  case  is  derived,  we  hold  that  tlie  au- 
thority of  removal  is  conferred  by  law  upon  the  mayor  and  a 
majority  cf  the  Board  of  Aldermen,  and  that  the  exercise  of 
this  authority  is  of  a  discretionary  or  judicial  nature,  and  is 
not  the  subject  of  examination  or  review  by  any  other  tribunal, 
either  in  respect  to  the  cause,  or  its  sufficiency,  or  existence,  or 
in  any  respect  whatever. 

There  must  be  some  termination  to  the  exercise  of  discre- 
tion ;  and  it  does  not  appear,  as  a  principle,  to  be  an  unreason- 
ahle  or  extraordinary  thing  for  the  Legislature  to  have  con- 
ferred such  discretion  upon  the  mayor  and  a  majority  of  the 
Board  of  Aldermen, 

If  the  courts  are  to  control  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  re- 
moval in  such  case,  then  the  removal  is  not  by  the  mayor  with 
tlie  consent  of  a  majority  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen,  but  the 
consent  of  the  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  must  also  be  ob- 
tained, where  the  parties  interested  choose  to  invoke  the  action 
of  the  court. 

We  have  also  been  referred  to  an  act  of  the  Legislature, 
passed  April  7, 1860,  directing  the  deposit  of  the  public  moneys 
bv  the  chamberlain,  and,  as  we  think,  limiting  the  period  of 
the  termination  of  his  office,  but  not  aft'ecting  the  tenure  of  it, 
except  in  case  the  power  of  removal  shall  not  have  been  exer- 
cised.   The  power  of  removal  remains  unaffected  by  the  act. 

The  judgment  of  the  special  term,  upholding  the  right  of  the 
defendant  to  the  office  of  chamberlain,  must  be  reversed,  and 
judgment  must  be  entered  for  the  plaintiffs  according  to  the 
prayer  of  the  complaint. 

Sutherland,  J. — Tliis  is  an  action  in  the  nature  of  qtio  war- 
rarUo^  in  which  the  plaintiff,  Mr.  Piatt,  claims  that  he  is  en- 
titled to  the  office  of  chamberlain  of  this  city,  that  he  ought  to 
be  put  into  it,  that  the  defendant,  Mr.  Stout,  is  not  entitled  to 
it,  and  that  he  ought  to  be  ousted.    The  complaint  states 
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various  facts  to  show  Mr.  Piatt's  title  to  the  office,  and  to 
show  that  Mr.  Stout  had  been  legally  and  duly  removed  from 
the  office.  The  answer  states  various  facts  to  show  that  Stout 
had  not  been  legally  removed.  The  plaintiff  demurs  to  this 
answer. 

The  questions  are  as  to  the  title  of  Mr.  Piatt  to  the  office, 
his  right  to  be  put  into  it,  and  whether  Mr.  Stout  has  been 
legally  and  duly  removed  from  it.  It  is  conceded,  and  no 
question  is  made,  that  if  Mr.  Stout  has  been  duly  and  legally 
removed,  Mr.  Piatt  has  been  duly  and  legally  appointed. 
So  that  the  only  question  in  the  case  is  as  to  the  legality  of 
the  removal  on  the  facts  presented  by  the  demurrer.  Judg- 
ment pro  forma  at  special  term,  was  entered  in  favor  of  Mr. 
Stout  on  this  demurrer.  The  court  are  unanimously  of  opinion 
that  the  judgment  at  special  term  for  the  defendant  on  the  de- 
murrer must  be  reversed,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  have 
^'udgment  on  the  demurrer,  and  that  the  said  Piatt  is  entitled 
to  the  said  office,  and  that  he  be  admitted  to  the  same,  and  that 
the  said  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  the  same. 

The  grounds  of  this  decision  are  briefly  these :  The  main  and 
important  question  is  whether  this  court  has  any  jurisdiction 
over,  or  right  to  control  tlio  exercise  of  the  power  of  removal 
vested  by  section  21  of  the  charter  of  1857  in  the  mayor  and 
the  Board  of  Aldermen,  or  in  the  Board  of  Aldermen,  by  a 
two-thirds  vote  of  all  the  members  elected ;  or  whether  the 
Legislature  by  the  charter  intended  to  vest  in  the  mayor  and 
Board  of  Aldermen,  or  in  the  Board  of  Aldermen  alone  by  a 
two-thirds  vote,  the  discretionary  power  of  removal?  If  the 
right  and  power  of  removal  is  discretionary,  this  court  has  no 
jurisdiction  over,  or  right- or  power  to  control,  its  exercise — ex- 
cept to  see  that  it  has  been  exercised  in  the  form  prescribed  by 
the  law  creating  and  vesting  the  power.  It  may  be  laid  down 
as  a  general  proposition, — abundantly  supported  by  authority, 
and  as  the  result  of  our  political  or  governmental  institutions, 
which  opefate  by  a  delegation  of  political  or  governmental 
powers  to  various  tribunals,  officers,  and  agents, — that  when  the 
Constitution,  or  the  Legislature  by  law  authorized  by  ,the  Con- 
stitution, vests  a  discretionary  or  judicial  power  in  any  particular 
inferior  tribunal  or  officer,  that  this  court  has  no  other  or  fur- 
ther jurisdiction  or  control  over  the  exercise  of  such  power  by 
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such  inferior  tribunal  or  oflScer,  than  to  see  that  such  inferior 
tribunal  or  officer,  on  the  occasion  of  its  exercise,  had  juris- 
diction over  the  subject-matter  of  its  exercise, — that  isj'that 
the  occasion  or  circumstances,  contemplated  by  the  Constitu- 
tion or  the  act,  for  its  exercise  had  occurred, — and  that  the 
pjwer  has  been  exercised  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  Con- 
stitution or  the  act. 

The  case  &  parte  Johnson  (3  Cow,^  371),  may  be  referred  to, 
to  illustrate  what  we  mean.  In  that  Case,  by  the  Constitution 
of  1821,  the  County  Court  had  power  to  remove  any  justice  of 
the  peace  for  cause  to  be  assigned  by  said  court,  such  justice 
having  a  copy  of  the  charges  served  upon  him  and  an  oppor- 
tunity to  answer.  One  P.  B.  Johnson  presented  a  verified 
petition  to  the  County  Court,  stating  that  a  certain  justice  of 
the  peace,  had  made  a  false  return  to  a  certiorari,  wilfully  and 
knowingly,  and  also  held  his  court  in  a  grog-shop  or  a  drinking- 
ghop,  an  improper  place,  and  asked  for  the  removal  of  the  jus- 
tice. The  County  Court  refused  to  consider  the  question,  and 
an  application  was  made  to  the  Supreme  Court  for  a  manda- 
mus; and  the  court  say  that  the  Constitution  vests  in  the  County 
Court  discretionary  power  over  the  whole  subject,  and  had 
made  them  the  sole  judges,  whether  they  should  listen  to  the 
charges  preferred.  The  court  say,  "We  will  not  interfere  in  any 
manner ;  we  have  no  right  to  interfere.  A  case,  not  cited,  I 
believe,  by  either  of  the  counsel  on  the  argument,  Common- 
wealth a.  Pike  Beneficial  Society  (8  Watts  <&  Sergeanfs  Penn. 
7?.,  247),  may  be  referred  to  as  explaining  the  grounds  upon 
which  we  rest  our  decision. 

Now,  whether  any  power  not  thus  expressly  given  by  the 
Constitution  or  by  the  Legislature,  but  judicially  inferred  or 
determined  as  existing,  as  a  mere  incident  of  the  powers  ex- 
pressly conferred,  can  be  called  or  considered  a  discretionary 
power,  we  are  not  called  upon  to  decide.  The  power  granted 
here  is  express.  The  cases  cited  by  the  counsel  for  the  defend- 
ant, are  most  of  them  cases  where  this  power  has  been  in- 
ferred. No  case  has  been  cited  to  show  that  such  a  power 
expressly  given,  was  not  discretionary.  Now,  with  regard  to 
this  incidental  power,  we  make  this  suggestion :  TVould  the 
coarts  ever  infer  or  imply  a  power  which  they  could  not  direct 
or  control?    The  very  fact  that  the  courts  would  imply  the 
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power,  would  appear  to  imply  that  they  would  and  must  direct 
it.  Will  the  court  imply  discretionary  power  not  subject  to  its 
direction  arid  control? 

Now,  the  question  in  this  case  arises  on  section  21  of  the 
charter  of  1857.     If  J  underetand  my  associates,  and  I  believe 
I  do  upon  this  point,  we  think  it  is  not  necessary  to  pass  upon 
the  question  whether  the  words  "for  cause"  in  the  section 
granting  the  power  to  the  mayor  to  suspend,  and  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  Board  of  Aldermen  to  remove,  qualify  merely  the 
power  to  suspend,  or  qualify  also,  the  power  to  remove.     Con- 
cede that  they  so  qualify  the  whole,  so  that  it  shall  read,  "  that 
the  mayor  shall  have  power  to  suspend  for  cause,  and  by  and 
with  the  consent  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen  to  remove  for 
cause ;"  concede  that  to  be  the  language,  the  cause  not  being 
defined  or  designated,  by  the  statute,  the  whole  subject  is  left 
to  the  discretion  of  the  mavor  and  the  Board  of  Aldermen, 
except  in  this,  that  we  are  judicially  to  determine  whether  the 
Board  of  Aldermen  have  consented ;  that  of  course,  is  a  judi- 
cial question.     Perhaps  we  may  say  the  exercise  of  the  power 
is,  so  far,  the  subject  of  judicial  review,  as  that  a  cause  or  some 
cause  must  or  should  be  assigned  for  the  exercise  of  the  power. 
We  might  go  so  far  as  to  say  that  this  court  should  see  that 
they  assign  a  cause.    But  in  this  case,  we  have  no  control,  nor 
can  we  adjudicate  upon  the  sufficiency  or  goodness  of  the  cause, 
because  the  statute  does  not  designate  any  cause,  and  there  is 
no  standard,  or  rule,  or  definition,  by  or  according  to  which 
one  can  determine  the  assigned  cause  to  be  good  or  sufficient. 
The  construction  which  would  give  us  the  power  to  judge  the 
goodness  or  sufficiency  of  the  cause  assigned,  in  the  absence  of 
any  specification  by  the  Legislature,  would  virtually  give  to 
this  court  the  power  of  removal,  and  the  Legislature  will  have 
committed  it  in  effect,  not  to  the  mayor  and  aldermen,  but  to 
the  Supreme  Court.     A  discretionary  power  which  can  be  con- 
trolled by  the  court  is  virtually  given  to  the  court,  because  the 
parties  interested  may  always  resort  to  the  court.     If  this  stat 
nte  had  said  that  the  mayor  and  the  Board  of  Aldermen  might 
remove  for  dereliction  of  official  duty,  then  they  could  adjudi- 
cate upon  the  question  whether  the  chamberlain  was  removed 
for  that  cause.    We  may  even  go  so  far  as  to  say,  if  the  law 
had  been  that  he  should  continue  in  office  during  good  be- 
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havior,  and  should  be  removed  for  misbehavior,  that  it  must  be 
a  question  whether  the  removal  was  for  misbehavior  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act.  But  this  statute  says  for  cause,  without 
the  designation  or  specification  of  any  cause  whatever.  The 
result  must  be  that  the  Legislature  intended  by  the  act  to  give, 
so  far  as  it  regards  the  sufficiency,  or  goodness,  or  reasonable- 
ness of  the  cause,  the  whole  discretionary  power  to  the  mayor 
and  Board  of  Aldermen,  or  to  the  Board  of  Aldermen  acting 
by  a  two-thirds  vote,  to  determine  and  adjudicate  for  them- 
selves on  those  subjects,  in  view  of  their  responsibility  to  the 
public.  The  question  whether  the  Board  of  Aldermen  did  in 
fact  consent  to  the  removal  of  the  defendant  is  properly  before 
us,  and  is  one  which  we  have  a  right  to  determine  ?  That  de- 
pends upon  the  question  raised  in  the  case,  whether  the  Board 
of  Aldermen,  subsequent  to  the  abdication  of  the  chair  by 
Mr.  Boole,  was  properly  in  session  so  as  to  pass  the  resolu- 
tion I  Tliat  applies  only  to  the  meeting  of  the  14:th  of  May, 
when  the  resolution  was  first  passed.  The  court  are  of  opin- 
ion that  this  abdication  of  the  chair  by  Mr.  Boole  did  not 
deprive  the  Board  of  Aldermen  of  the  right  to  appoint  an- 
other chairman.  'It  is  hardly  necessary  to  decide  even  that, 
because  afterwards,  on  the  31st  of  May,  the  Board  did  pass  a 
resolution  referring  to  the  action  of  the  14th  of  May,  and  to 
the  doubts  which  had  arisen  as  to  whether  the  Board  had  then 
been  properly  organized,  and  reaffirming  the  resolution,  and 
concurring  in  the  removal  of  Mr.  Stout  and  the  appointment 
of  Mr.  Piatt. 

The  result  is  that  the  judgment  must  be  reversed,  as  I  have 
stated. 


BocKES,  J.,  concurred. 
Judgment  reversed.* 


o  The  defendant  did  not  further  contest  the  question. 
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New  York  Superior  Court;  Special  Term^  JuLy^  1860. 

Stay  Of  Proceedings. 

Though  after  judgment  enjoining  defendant,  and  pending  his  appeal  therefrom, 
he  acts  at  his  peril  in  disregarding  the  injunction,  yet  if  hy  giving  proper 
security  on  the  appeal,  he  has  stayed  plaintiff's  '*  proceedings  on  the  judg- 
ment," the  court  will  not,  pending  such  appeal,  allow  an  attachment  against 
him  for  contempt  in  disregarding  the  injunction.  Such  an  attachment  would 
be  a  proceeding  on  the  judgment. 

Motion  for  an  attachment. 

The  action  was  brought  to  restrain  defendant  from  infringing 
plaintiff's  trade-marks  or  name.  Plaintiff  recovered  judgment, 
which  was  affirmed  at  general  term,  10  Ante^  264 ;  and  defend- 
ant appealed  to  the  Court  of  Appeals,  and  gave  security  to  stay 
plaintiff's  proceedings.  Meanwhile  he  continued  his  use  of  the 
trade-mark  or  name ;  and  plaintiff  now  moved  for  an  attach- 
ment for  contempt. 

TVooDRUFF,  J. — ^The  judgment  in  this  action  in  terms  en- 
joined and  restrained  the  defendant  from  using  the  name  of 
the  plaintiff,  "  Howe,"  or  "  Howes,"  in  connection  with  the 
business  of  baking,  or  as  descriptive  of  the  bakery  establish- 
ment kept  by  the  defendant,  or  upon  the  signs  or  wagons, 
tickets  or  bills,  used  by  the  defendant ;  and  the  said  judgment 
required  the  defendant  forthwith  to  cause  the  word  "  Howe," 
or  "  Howes,"  to  be  stricken  out  and  eiased  from  any  sign  on 
the  premises  by  the  defendant,  and  from  any  wagon  or  wagons 
used  by  him,  and  awarded  to  the  plaintiff  his  costs  of  suit. 

The  judgment  so  rendered  being  entered,  was  duly  served 
on  the  defendant  personally ;  and  within  the  period  allowed, 
therefor,  he  appealed  to  the  general  term  of  this  court,  by 
whom  the  judgment  was  affirmed,  and  the  judgment  of  affirm- 
ance was  duly  served  on  the  defendant  personally.    Thereupon 
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the  said  defendant  appealed  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  from  the 
jodgment,  and  the  undertaking  required  to  render  such  appeal 
a  stay  of  proceedings,  by  sections  334  and  342  of  the  Code,  was 
executed  and  filed. 

The  plaintiff  noWmoves  for  an  attachment  to  punish  the  de- 
fendant for  a  contempt  in  not  obeying  the  judgment,  upon  proof 
that  he  still  continues  to  use  the  name  of  "  Howe"  and  "  Ilowes" 
on  his  signs  and  otherwise,  as  descriptive  of  his  baking  es- 
tablishment, and  upon  the  signs  and  wagons  used  by  him,  and 
has  not  discontinued  the  use  of  those  names,  but  continues  to 
use  them,  and  by  other  means  to  hold  out  to  the  public  that 
the  establishment  of  the  defendant  is  kept  and  superintended 
by  the  plaintiff. 

By  the  express  terms  of  section  342  of  the  Code,  the  perfect- 
ing of  an  appeal  (in  cases  not  provided  for  in  certain  specified 
sections  which  do  not  include  the  present  case)  by  giving  the 
undertaking  mentioned  in  section  334,  shall  stay  all  proceedings 
in  the  court  below  upon  the  judgment  appealed  from. 

If,  therefore,  this  motion  is  a  proceeding  "  upon  the  judg- 
ment," the  motion  is  improperly  and  irregularly  made ;  for  as  to 
all  such  proceedings  the  plaintiff's  hands  are  tied.  And  if  an 
attachment  and  a  commitment  thereunder  for  disobeying  the 
judgment  appealed  from  while  the  appeal  is  pending,  are  "pro- 
ceedings upon  the  judgment,"  then  the  motion,  therefore,  cannot 
be  granted ;  for  not  only  the  action  of  the  plaintiff,  but  the  ac- 
tion of  the  court  therein,  is  stayed  pending  the  appeal. 

The  title  of  the  plaintiff  rests  on  the  judgment,  and  upon  that 
alone.  I  do  not  know  of  any  general  expression,  therefore,' 
which  would  more  plainly  include  the  present  application  than 
that  which  is  used  in  the  Code  as  well  as  in  the  Eevised  Stat- 
utes, by  both  of  which  "  all  proceedings  in  the  court  below 
upon  the  judgment  appealed  from  are  stayed." 

I  think,  therefore,  that  no  present  proceedings  can  be  taken 
to  punish  the  defendant  for  violating  the  judgment  pending  the 
appeal. 

It  is  plansibly  suggested  that  if  the  defendant,  pending  the 
appeal,  continue  to  use  the  plaintiff's  name,  the  relief  which  at 
the  end  of  the  litigation  he  may  obtain  will  be  of  no  value. 
That  the  use  of  his  name  and  reputation  by  the  plaintiff  during 
that  time  will  destroy  the  whole  object  and  purpose  of  the  suit 


30  ABBOTTS'  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Richards  a.  The  Northwest  Dutch  Church. 

But  the  answer  is  equally  plausible,  if  the  defendant  does  obey 
the  judgment  of  the  court  pending  the  appeal,  discontinuing  the 
use  of  the  plaintiff's  name,  which  he  claims  the  right  to  use  as 
an  aid  to  his  business  and  the  good-will  which  he  purchased, 
such  a  discontinuance  will  destroy  the  whole  value  of  the*  right 
he  claims ;  at  the  termination  of  the  appeal,  two  or  three  years 
hence,  he  cannot  regain  the  advantage  which  he  now  has  in  the 
use  of  the  name. 

Neither  of  these  considerations  can  prevail  in  favor  of  either 
party.  The  plaintiff  has  established  his  right  to  enjoin  and  re- 
strain the  defendant.  He  has  judgment,  therefore,  and  has 
placed  the  defendant  under  injunction. 

The  defendant  acts  at  his  peril  in  disregarding  the  judgment. 

But  pending  the  appeal,  proceedings  against  the  defendant 
for  contempt  in  such  disobedience,  are  proceedings  on  the  judg- 
ment, which  cannot  be  prosecuted. 

Motion  denied.  *   * 


EICHARDS  a.  THE  NORTHWEST  DUTCH  CHURCH. 

Svpreme  Court^  First  District;  Special  Term^  April,  1854. 

Injunction. — ^Religious  Corporation. — Churchyard  Burial 

Vaults. 

The  rights  of  owners  of  burial  vaults  in  churchyards  in  cities,  In  respect  to  redst- 
ing  a  sale  of  the  premises  by  the  church. 

Motion  to  continue  a  temporary  injunction;  and  trial  by  the 
court 

■ 

This  was  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff  in  his  own  right, 
and  as  a  trustee  of  Sarah  Huyler  and  Maria  E.  Richards,  against 
The  Northwest  Protestant  Reformed  Dutch  Church  in  the  city 
of  New  York,  to  restrain  them  from  removing  from  the  plain- 
tiff's vaults  in  the  churchyard,  the  remains  of  deceased  persons 
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rei)Osing  there,  to  compel  them  to  restore  such  remains  if  they 
had  been  removed,  and  for  damages. 

A  sirailar  action  brought  by  Henry  A.  Bogert  against  the 
same  defendants  was  brought  on  at  the  same  time. 

The  complaint  in  the  first  action  set  up  a  claim  to  a  vault 
in  the  grounds  of  this  church  on  Franklin-street  under  the 
following  deed,  of  the  minister,  elders,  and  deacons  of  the 
church : 

The  parties  of  the  first  part  "  for  and  in  consideration  of  the 
sum  of  Two  hundred  dollars,  current  of  the  United  States  of 
America,  to  tliem  in  hand  paid  by  the  party  of  the  second  part, 
at  or  before  the  ensealing  and  d^elivery  of  these  presents,  the 
receipt  whereof  is  hereby  acknowledged,  have  granted,  bar- 
gained, sold,  and  conveyed,  and  by  these  presents  do  grant, 
bargain,  sell,  and  convey  unto  the  said  party  of  the  second  part, 
and  to  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  all  that  certain  lot  or  piece 
of  ground  situated,  lying,  and  being  in  the  churchyard  above 
said,  distinguished  and  known,  beginning  on  the  north- 
west comer  of  the  ground  belonging  to  the  New  York  Sugar  lie- 
fining  Company  on  Franklin-street,  thence  running  westerly  along 
Franklin-street  twenty  feet,  thence  southerly  to  the  northeaster- 
ly corner  of  the  church  and  along  the  church  twenty  feet, 
thence  easterly  twenty  feet  to  the  line  of  the  said  Sugar-house 
Company,  thence  along  the  line  of  the  said  Sngar-house  Com- 
pany to  the  place  of  beginning,  the  whole  of  it  to  be  twenty 
feet  square.  To  have  and  to  hold  all  the  said  lot  of  ground 
with  the  appurtenances  unto  the  said  party  of  the  second  part, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  their  only  proper  use  and  behoof  of  the 
said  party  of  the  said  second  part,  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever; 
provided  always,  and  these  presents  are  upon  these  conditions 
nevertheless,  that  the  lot  of  ground  shall  never  be  used,  occu- 
pied, or  appropriated  by  the  said  party  of  the  second  part,  his 
heirs  or  assigns,  for  any  other  use  or  purpose  than  to  inter  such 
dead  bodies  in  graves  or  in  vaults  as  the  party  of  the  second 
part,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  shall  from  time  to  time  think  proper. 
And,  further,  the  parties  of  the  first  agree  with  the  party  of 
the  second  part  that  they  shall  never  suffer  it  to  be  dug  up  or 
destroyed ;  but  that  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  parties  of  the 
first  part,  and  their  successors  in  office,  to  keep  it  harmless  and 
never  to  appropriate  it  to  any  other  use  than  to  deposit  the 
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dead  as  aforesaid,  without  the  consent  of  the  party  of  the  second 
part. 

"  In  witness,"  (fee. 

The  complaint  set  up  that  the  church  oflScers  had  agreed  to 
sell  the  church  property,  including  the  above  vault,  and  had 
already  removed  some  of  the  remains  of  the  plaintiffs'  relatives 
from  the  vaiilt  against  the  consent  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  without 
their  knowledge,  and  were  about  to  remove  all  the  residue. 

The  only  difference  in  the  facts  in  the  second  case,  appears  in 
the  opinion. 

MrrcHELL,  J. — Motion  for  continuance  of  a  temporary  injunc- 
tion to  prevent  the  defendants  from  destroying  a  vault  or  inter- 
fering with  the  heirs  of  Sarah  Huyler,  and  the  plaintiffs  in  the 
second  suit,  in  the  use  of  the  vault. 

The  vault  is  in  part  of  the  church  ground  of  the  Dutch 
Church  in  Franklin-street.  The  church  was  incorporated  in 
1808,  but  the  legal  title  to  the  land  remained  in  trustees  until 
1832,  when  by  a  decree  of  tlie  Court  of  Chancery  the  trustees 
conveyed  to  the  church. 

In  the  mean  time  the  church  must  have  acted  as  the  owner  of 
the  land,  and  in  1817,  it  conveyed  by  deed  to  Westervelt  and 
his  heirs  forever  the  land  on  which  the  vault  is  erected,  with 
a  proviso  that  it  should  be  used  by  him  and  his  heirs  only  as  a 
burial  place  for  such  persons  as  he  and  his  heirs  should  choose ; 
and  the  church  covenanted  that  it  would  never  suffer  that 
ground  to  be  used  for  any  other  purpose  than  a  burial  ground, 
and  that  it  would  not  suffer  it  to  be  dug  up  or  destroyed. 

"Westervelt,  by  his  will  directed  that  none  but  his  near  rela- 
tions, and  Mre.  Sarah  Huyler  and  her  daughter,  Eve  A.  J. 
Huyler,  should  be  deposited  in  the  vault. 

Eve,  the  daughter,  died  in  1840,  leaving  a  son  and  a  daughter; 
this  daughter  married  Mr.  Kichards,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  and 
died  leaving  him  and  a  daughter,  Maria  E.,  the  other  plaintiff 
in  tlie  first  suit,  surviving.  Mrs.  Huyler  died  in  1843,  having 
first  made  her  will,  and  thereby  appointed  Mr.  Kichards  her 
executor. 

The  plaintiffs  in  the  second  suit  are  some  of  the  heirs  at  law 
of  "Westervelt,  the  grantee  of  the  vault. 
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Some  of  the  heirs  of  Wester velt,  or  some  one  claiming  under 
them,  institnted  a  suit  in  partition  as  to  this  vaalt,  making  (so 
far  as  appears)  all  proper  persons  parties,  unless  the  plaintifis 
in  the  first  suit  were  necessary  parties,  and  obtained  a  judg- 
ment for  a  sale  of  the  vault,  and  it  was  sold  accordingly,  and 
boDght  by  or  for  the  church. 

The  church  then  in  1853,  applied  to  this  court  and  obtained 
an  order  for  the  sale  of  the  whole  church  ground,  no  exception 
being  made  of  the  vault,  and  no  notice  given  to  the  plaintiffs 
in  either  of  these  suits. 

Before  these  actions  were  commenced,  the  authorities  of  the 
chnich  caused  the  bodies  in  all  the  vaults  attached  to  the 
church  to  be  carefully  removed  and  deposited  in  other  grounds, 
the  bodies  in  this  vault  being  deposited  in  Greenwood,  and,  it 
is  understood,  with  proper  means  of  distinguishing  the  burial 
spot  of  each  body. 

The  church  was  incorporated  after  the  passage  of  the  law 
prohibiting  religious  societies  from  transferring  the  absolute 
title  to  their  estate  without  the  sanction  of  the  chancellor ;  no 
SQch  Bauction  was  obtained  for  the  grant  to  Mr.  Westervelt  It 
wonld  be  unnecessary  if  the  grant  must  be  understood  as  from 
its  nature  to  continue  only  so  long  as  the  church  should  con- 
tinue to  occupy  the  ground  for  religious  purposes,  or  to  own 
the  land,  or  subject  to  the  right  of  the  church  to  convey  abso- 
lately  on  obtaining  the  sanction  of  the  chancellor. 

Theee  limitations,  or  some  of  them,  are  implied  in  the  grant 
of  a  pew,  although  the  form  of  the  grant  be  absolute  and  un- 
conditional. 

There  are  reasons  why  the  same  limitations  might  be  held 
applicable  to  a  grant  of  ground  for  a  vault  in  a  city,  especially 
one  like  this. 

It  must  have  been  known  when  the  grant  was  made,  and 
then  entered  into  the  consideration  of  both  parties,  that  from 
the  regular  growth  of  the  city,  places  then  dedicated  to  reli- 
gions worship  would  become  unsuitable  for  that  purpose  in  the 
course  of  years,  by  the  congregation  moving  further  up  town 
snd  deserting  the  old  location,  and  these  places  becoming  fitted 
only  for  business  purposes,  and  much  more  valuable  on  thajt 
account 
You  XL— a 
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Those  who  had  at  heart  the  cause  of  religion  could  not  have 
intended  to  give  or  take  any  grant  which  would  prevent  the 
church  to  which  they  were  attached,  from  conforming  to  these 
necessary  changes;  to  do  which  the  church  must  sell  all  its 
grounds  for  business  purposes,  and  invest  the  proceeds  in  other 
lands,  and  a  new  house  of  worship  accessible  to  the  worship- 
pers, and  in  other  burial  grounds  which  would  continue  to  be 
devoted  for  the  burial  of  the  dead. 

He,  whose  religiouB  sympathies  led  him  to  select  the  grounds 
attached  to  the  church  of  his  faith  for  the  deposit  of  his  dead, 
and  of  his  own  mortal  body,  must  have  done  so  not  because 
he  had  a  special  attachment  to  this  spot  of  land  after  it  should 
be  surrounded  by  houses  where  nothing  should  be  spoken  of  or 
thought  of  but  the  means  of  increasing  this  world's  wealth ; 
but  because  it  was  part  of  the  grounds  consecrated  to  the 
Almighty,  and  from  which  the  thoughts  of  earthly  gains  should 
be  banished. 

His  choice  and  his  command  would  have  been  as  Joseph^s 
was  when  he  "  took  an  oath  of  the  children  of  Israel  saying, 
God  will  surely  visit  you,  and  ye  shall  carry  up  my  bones 
from  hence." 

The  feeling  of  the  Christian  who  selects  consecrated  ground 
for  his  burial,  is  that  his  body  may  be  wherever  his  church 
may  be,  or  wherever  that  church  may  continue  to  deposit  its 
dead  ;  and  not  that  it  should  remain  in  a  place  that  had  become 
desecrated  from  changes  necessarily  occurring. 

"  Where  thou  diest,  will  I  die,  and  there  will  I  be  buried ;" 
shows  the  desire  that  neither  death  nor  the  changes  of  the 
world  should  separate,  even  after  death,  those  who  were  united 
in  life. 

In  this  case  the  occupation  of  the  ground  for  its  original 
purposes  is  necessarily  abandoned.  How,  then,  will  the  de- 
fendants best  fulfil  their  trust  to  the  grantee  ?  By  leaving  his 
vault  the  only  consecrated  ground,  while  all  around  it  is  de- 
voted to  gain !  or  by  transferring  the  remains  of  those  dear  to 
him  to  other  grounds,  where  their  ashes  will  mingle  with  the 
ashes  of  others  of  the  same  faith  ? 

There  is  some  reason,  therefore,  for  implying  a  limitation  of 
a  grant  for  a  vault,  although  it  be  absolute  in  its  form,  and  that 
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that  limitation  was  within  the  intention  of  the  parties  (when 
the  ordinary  course  of  events  is  considered),  and  so  is  to  be 
read  as  bearing  on  the  face  of  the  grant  as  though  the  limita- 
tion formed  part  of  the  grant. 

It  may  be  that  this  is  not  so  clear  that  the  plaintiffs  should 
not  hare  the  injunction  continued  to  the  hearings  if  the  remains 
of  their  connections  were  still  in  the  vault. 

But  as  those  remains  had  been  removed  before  this  suit  was 
brought,  and  have  been  previously  cared  for,  the  only  import- 
ant question  remaining  now  is,  who  has  the  legal  title  to  the 
^und,  and  whether  the  defendants  should  compensate  or  not 
ibe  plaintiffs ^or  injury  already  done,  or  secure  to  them  equally 
raluable  ground  in  another  place  ? 
All  those  questions  should  be  reserved  to  the  hearing. 
There  are  also  other  questions  to  be  passed  upon, — as,  whether 
the  plaintiffs'  HghJ;  is  not  cut  off  by  the  sale  in  partition ;  or 
vh^er  the  ownership  of  a  vault  is  of  such  a  character  that  it 
▼SB  never  intended  to  be  partitioned,  and  so  not  to  be  sold  in 
i  ftoit  for  partition?  What  relations  of  the  deceased,  or  what 
posons  connected  with  them,  or  with  tlie  original  grantee  of 
the  vault,  may  have  a  right  to  stay  a  sale  of  the  ground  on 
vhich  the  vault  is  placed ;  and  whether  any  of  these  plaintiffs 
stand  in  that  relation  to  the  grantee  ? 

These  questions  place  the  plaintiffs'  claim  in  such  doubt  that, 
trader  the  circumstances  now  existing,  the  injunction  should 
not  be  continued. 

It  is  accordingly  dissolved  so  far  as  granted,  and  the  motion 
for  its  continuance  denied.  Ten  dollars  costs,  to  abide  the 
event 

• 
On  a  trial  of  these  actions  before  the  court,  the  following 
opmions  were  rendered : 

Roosevelt,  J. — ^The  plaintiffs  claim  to  be  vault-owners  in  the 
cfaarchyard  of  the  Dutch  Church  in  Franklin-street,  lately  sold 
nnder  an  order  of  the  court 

They  demand  that  the  defendants  be  compelled  to  replace 
the  bodies  which  have  been  removed  to  Greenwood ;  to  restore 
the  vaalt  to  its  original  state,  and  to  refrain,  under  pain  of  com- 
mitment, from  any  further  interference  with  their  rights. 
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The  character  and  legal  attributes  of  burial  property,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  ordinary  absolute  ownership  in  fee,  are  not 
perfectly  clear.  In  the  present  case  a  preliminary  injunction 
was  at  first  granted  by  one  of  the  judges ;  but  on  a  further 
although  not  final  hearing  by  the  same  judge,  was  dissolved. 

The  remains  of  the  deceased  relations  had  already  been  re- 
moved, and  removed,  I  must  *  say,  to  a  much  more  suitable  if 
less  legal  resting-place,  than  the  heartless  bowels  of  a  noisy, 
bustling,  money-making  city.  Nothing  is  left,  therefore,  now 
that  all  the  pleadings  and  proofs  are  before  the  court,  but  to 
determine  the  mere  dry  legal  rights  of  the  parties. 

Were  it  otherwise,  however,  and  could  the  dead  without  ris- 
ing speak ;  a  voice,  it  seems  to  me  (in  the  apt  quotation  of  Mr. 
Justice  Mitchell),  would  assuredly  be  heard,  saying :  ''  Ye  shall 
carry  up  my  bones  from  hence." 

Franklin-street,  between  Church-street  and  West  Broadway, 
has  lost  every  attribute  of  repose.  Its  unfitness  for  a  cemetery, 
if  spiritual  bodies  can  see  and  feel,  must  be  as  palpable  to  the 
dead,  as  to  the  living;  still  the  plaintiffs  insist  that  there  shall 
be  no  removal,  and  that,  as  matter  of  legal  right,  without  their 
consent  there  can  be  none. 

In  1817,  the  corporation  of  the  church,  it  appears  without 
any  previous  order  of  the  chancellor,  conveyed  a  small  piece  of 
ground  in  the  churchyard,  adjoining  the  church  edifice,  to  the 
grantee,  "  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever,"  to  be  used,  in  the  lan- 
guage of  the  instrument,  for  the  purpose  of  a  burial  place,  and 
for  no  other  purpose  whatever. 

In  this  plat,  the  grantee  soon  after  his  purchase,  constructed 
a  vault,  which  became  the  depository  from  time  to  time  of  his 
own  remains  and  those  of  deceased  relatives,  till  the  year  1852  ; 
when,  on  the  petition  of  the  corporation  of  the  church,  an  order 
was  made  by  this  court  authorizing  a  sale  of  the  church  edifice, 
and  of  the  whole  church  premises,  including  the  ground  in 
question. 

A  sale  was  accordingly  made,  and  on  report  of  its  terms  and 
conditions,  was  duly  confirmed,  and  the  bodies  thereupon,  with 
the  approbation  of  a  large  majority  of  the  relatives,  decorously 
removed  to  a  suitable  burial-place,  purchased  for  the  purpose, 
in  the  cemetery  at  Greenwood. 

Did  sale,  then,  thus  authorized  and  confirmed,  divest  the  title 
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of  the  repreeentatives  of  the  grantee  in  the  vault  which  their 
iDcestor  had  purchased } 

The  right  of  burial,  it  seems  to  me,  when  confined  to  a  church- 
rard,  as  distinguish^  from  a  separate,  independent  cemetery, 
ilthoQgh  conveyed  with  the  common  formula  of  ^^  heirs  and 
assigns  forever,"  must  stand  upon  the  same  footing  as  the  right 
of  pablic  worship  in  a  particular  pew  of  the  consecrated  edifice. 

It  id  an  easement  in,  and  not  a  title  to,  the  freehold— and 
most  be  understood  as  granted,  an^  taken,  subject  (with  com- 
pensation of  course)  to  such  changes  as  the  altered  circum- 
etances  of  the  congregation  or  the  neighborhood  may  render 
necessary. 

The  selection  of  a  place  of  burial,  in  the  ground  forming  the 
site  of  a  church,  we  may  safely  say,  is  always  made  with  refer- 
ence to  its  religious  associations,  and  with  an  eye  to  their  con- 
tiouaoce. 

Suppose  the  edifice  to  be  destroyed  by  fire  without  the 
means  of  rebuilding — an  event  not;  entirely  improbable  or  un- 
precedented, must  the  premises  continue  an  unsightly  ruin  with 
DO  power  anywhere  to  meet  the  emergency  f 

Or  must  we  not  rather,  from  the  nature  of  the  contract,  and 
from  the  character  of  the  subject  of  its  provisions,  infer  a  silent 
undentanding  between  the  parties  (quite  as  operative  as  if  ex- 
pressed in  words  at  length),  that  in  such  case  the  corporation  of 
lie  charch — ^in  other  words,  the  representative  body  of  whom 
the  pew-owners,  vault-owners,  and  other  members  of  the  par- 
ticular religious  association  may  be  said  to  be  the  constituents — 
should  sell  the  real  estate  which  had  become  unfit  for  its  origi- 
nal object,  and  ^'  with  the  consent  and  approbation  of  the 
chancellor,  apply  the  moneys  arising  therefrom  to  such  uses  as 
thej  shoidd  conceive  to  be  most  for  the  interest  of  the  society 
to  whom  the  real  estate  so  sold  belonged." 

Every  deed  of  conveyance,  whether  for  a  pew,  or  a  vault,  or 
&  hoQse,  is  a  contract  between  the  parties,  to  be  interpreted  ac- 
cording to  their  actual  or  fairly  to  be  presumed  intent 

The  statute,  to  prevent  all  doubt  on  this  point,  makes  it  in 
terms  the  "duty"  of  all  courts  of  justice,  "  in  the  construction 
of  every  instrument  creating  or  conveying  any  interest  inland" 
to  carry  into  effect  "  the  intent  of  the  parties."  .  (1  Reeo,  SUxt.y 
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This  intent — the  statute  further  provides — shall  be  "  collected 
from  the  whole  instrument,"  and  of  coursfe  from  its  scope,  ob- 
ject, and  subject-matter,  and  not  from  the  mere  letter  of  a  par- 
ticular sentence. 

Although,  therefore,  the  deed  in  question  purports  to  convey 
a  certain  specific  piece  of  groimd,  twenty  feet  by  twenty,  we 
must  bear  in  mind  that  it  describes  the  premises  as  belonging 
to  a  church  corporation,  as  adjacent  to  a  church  edifice,  as  in 
a  churchyard,  and  to  be  used  exclusively  as  a  place  of  inter- 
ment, and  subject  to  church  assessments  for  regulation  and  repair. 

In  this  view,  both  parties,  it  seems  to  me,  the  one  in  execut- 
ing, the  other  in  accepting  the  conveyance,  must  have  con- 
sidered it  as  the  grant  of  a  mere  easement,  and  not  of  an  ordi- 
nary absolute  estate  in  fee. 

And  hence  no  order  of  the  chancellor  was  applied  for,  and  in 
that  view,  none  was  required — although  such  order,  in  all  cases 
of  church  property  is  indispensable  to  an  absolute  conveyance 
of  the  soil.  ft 

Like  the  sale  of  a  church  pew,  which  gives  the  mere  right  to 
worship  in  the  particular  place  while  the  'church  stands,  and  is 
occupied  for  religious  purposes,  the  sale  of  a  church  vault  gives, 
it  would  seem,  the  mere  right  of  interment  in  the  particular 
plot  of  ground,  so  long  as  that  and  the  contiguous  ground  con- 
tinues to  be  occupied  as  a  churchyard.  The  owner  of  the  ease- 
ment may  be,  in  case  of  disturbance,  and  no  doubt  is,  entitled 
to  a  reasonable  compensation  or  equivalent ;  but  he  cannot  in- 
terpose a  veto  to  the  disposition  of  the  soil,  should  the  court, 
as  was  actually  the  Ksase  in  this  instance,  on  application  of  the 
legitimate  church  officers,  deem  such  disposition  proper,  and 
order  it  accordingly. 

Every  person  purchasing  either  a  pew  in  a  church  edifice,  or 
a  grave  in  a  churchyard,  appendant  to  a  church,  does  so  with 
the  full  knowledge  and  implied  understanding  that  change  of 
circumstances  may,  in  time  require  change  of  location,  ^nd  that 
the  law  (a  positive  statute  which  has  been  in  existence  nearly 
half  a  century),  looking  to  such  exigency,  authorizes  the  corpo- 
ration, when  it  arrives,  as  the  representative  of  all  interests,  with 
the  sanction  of  the  court,  to  sell  the  soil  in  absolute  fee,  dis- 
charged of  all  easements,  and  to  make  some  other  more  appro- 
priate investment  or  disposition  of  the  proceeds. 
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CouDsel  have  cited  several  authorities  in  support  of  their 
respective  positions.    Those  relating  to  the  pew-rights  are  uni- 
form.    They  all  concede  that  such  rights,  however  strongly 
^onveyed,  are  devested  by  a  regular  sale  of  the  church  edifice. 
Those  relating  to  vault-rights  are  discordant,  and  neutralize 
each  other.    Vice-chancellor  McCoun,  in  the  Brick  Church 
case,  held  one  way,  and  Mr.  Justice  Edwards  in  that  of  another 
church,  held  the  opposite.    (See  3  Edw.^  155 ;  and  8  J3arh,<, 
130.) 

The  reasoning,  which  leads  to  the  result  arrived  at  in  the 
ease  of  church  pews,  is  applicable,  as  it  seems  to  me,  in  a  great 
degree  to  the  case  of  church  vaults.  It  proceeds  upon  the 
aesomption — a  necessary  assumption — that  church  grants  in 
such  cases  are  made  upon  the  implied  condition,  that  the  land 
shall  be  subject  to  the  right  of  what  may  be  called  eminent 
domain — that  is,  subject  to  the  right  of  resumption  whenever 
the  public  use,  or  a  change  of  circumstances  may,  in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  church  and  of  the  court,  require  the  exercise  of 
such  right;  but  subject  also  to  the  duty  of  making  a  just  and 
£ur  compensation,  in  the  fonn  of  money  or  other  suitable  equiv- 
^ent,  if  required. 

As  the  complaint  in  this  case  only  calls  in  question  the  validity 
of  the  sale,  and  is  not  adapted  to  a  claim  for  compensation,  it 
must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

BOGERT  «.  THE  NORTHWEST  PROTESTANT  REFORMED  DUTCH 

CHURCH. 

This  case  presents  the  same  questions  as  that  of  Eichards  and 
others,  with  the  additional  one  that  a  decree  of  sale  in  a  partition 
Bait,  in  which  all  the  owners  of  the  vault,  including  the  plain- 
tifib,  were  parties,  was  made  by  consent,  and  a  title  conveyed, 
tinder  or  through  it,  to  the  defendants  or  their  grantees. 

Now,  although  an  easement,  such  as  the  right  of  burial,  may 
not  be  a  proper  subject  of  partition,  and  although  the  proceed- 
ing might,  on  that  ground,  have  been  demurred  to,  yet  no  ob- 
jection at  the  proper  time  having  been  taken,  and  an  express 
consent,  even,  having  been  given,  the  sale  so  made  by  decree, 
most  have  the  same  effect  as  if  made  by  direct  conveyance, 
executed  by  all  the  parties  to  the  partition  suit. 

Bill  dismissed,  with  costs. 
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COOK  a.  FARMER. 

JSfupreme  Cawrt^  First  District;  Special  Term^  August^  1860. 

Sebyics  bt  Fublioatiov. — ^ArFmAYiT  of  Absenok. 

An  affidavit  made  to  obtain  an  order  for  lervioe  of  Bammons  by  publication  Is 
insufficient  to  sustain  an  order  whicb  directs  publication  merely,  without  direct- 
ing service  by  mail,  unless  such  affidavit  shows  the  &ct  of  plaintiff's  inability  to 
discover  the  place  of  residence  of  the  defendant  sought  to  be  served. 

An  order  made  on  such  a  defective  affidavit  is  without  jurisdiction. 

Motion  to  compel  purchaser  at  a  judicial  Bale  to  take  a  con- 
veyance. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Ingbahah,  J. — This  was  an  action  brought  for  the  partition 
of  lands.  One  of  the  defendants,  Josephine  A.  Demphill  was 
an  infant,  and  resided  in  Califomia.  In  order  to  obtain  juris- 
diction over  this  defendant,  it  was  necessary  either  to  make  a 
personal  service,  or  to  proceed  under  section  135  of  the  Code 
by  publication.  On  the  plaintiff's  affidavit,  it  appeared  that 
^^  Josephine  Demphill  resided  in  California^  lut  her  present 
place  of  residence  therein  deponent  was  unable  to  state?^  On 
this  affidavit,  the  judge  made  an  order  that  it  appeared  to  his 
satisfaction  that  the  defendant  Josephine  could  not  after  due 
diligence  be  found  within  the  State,  and  that  it  appeared  in  like 
manner  that  the  residence  of  Josephine  Demphill  was  neither 
nor  could  with  reasonable  diligence  be  ascertained  by  the  party 
making  the  application,  and  he  directed  publication,  without 
directing  service  on  the  party. 

The  Code  provides  (see  §  135)  that  when  publication  is  or- 
dered, the  court  must  direct  a  copy  of  the  summons  and  com- 
plaint to  be  deposited  in  the  post-office,  directed  to  the  party  at 
his  residence,  unless  it  appears  that  such  residence  is  unknown 
to  the  party,  nor  can  with  reasonable  diligence  he  ascertained 
ly  him. 
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The  fact  of  noD-reeidence  is  to  be  made  out  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  judge.  The  fact  of  inabilitj  to  discover  the  residence  of 
the  defendant  is  to  be  made  to  appear. 

There  is  but  one  way  in  which  facts  can  be  made  to  appear, 
that  is  by  evidence.  In  applications  of  this  kind  it  must  be  b j 
affidavit. 

In  Hallett  a.  Bighters  (13  How.  Pr.^  43),  Justice  Smith  says : 
"The  facts  should  have  been  stated  in  the  a£Sdavit  presented  to 
the  judge,  which  should  be  filed  with  the  order,  and  the  order 
must  be  construed  in  connection  with  the  affidavit." 

In  Sibley  a.  Waffle  (16  iT.  J*.,  189),  it  is  said,  "The  affi- 
davit showed  what  the  officer  considered  satisfactory  proof." 
'^It  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  he.  had  other  evidence,  or  that 
the  publication  was  different  from  the  statement  in  the  affi- 
davit" 

In  Warren  a.  TxSsnj  (9  AVboUi  Pr.,  67),  the  affidavit  was 
referred  to,  to  show  that  an  order  of  publication  was  unauthor- 
ized, and  the  order  was  held  to  be  void  because  the  affidavit 
did  not  contain  the  facts  necessary  to  warrant  that  proceeding. 
I  think  it  clear  in  this  case,  that  the  affidavit  furnished  no  evi- 
dence that  any  attempt  had  been  made  to  discover  the  residence 
(A  the  defendant  The  party  making  said  he  could  not  state 
where  it  was,  but  he  should  use  efforts  to  discover  it  In  such 
a  total  absence  of  proof  of  any  attempt  to  discover  such  resi- 
dence, it  is  difficult  to  adopt  the  conclusion  that  any  jurisdiction 
over  this  defendant  had  been  obtained. 

PoTTKB,  J.,  in  Titus  a.  Relyea  (16  Eow,  Pr.^  371),  says:  "We 
ire  bound  to  see  that  the  statute  has  been  strictly  pursued.  The 
persons  and  estates  of  individuals  would  be  subject  to  alarming 
hazards,  if  jurisdiction  could  be  obtained  over  them  by  any 
thing  less  than  the  fullest  compliance  with  all  their  require- 
ments." 

Hie  affidavit  was  in  my  judgment  clearly  defective,  and  the 
iact  that  the  judge  said  he  was  satisfied  upon  a  point  on  which 
no  evidence  was  produced,  does  not  confer  jurisdiction. 

The  present  application  is  to  compel  the  purchaser  to  take 
the  property  notwithstanding  the  defect  If  I  am  right  in  the 
views  above  expressed,  the  title  is  defective,  and  the  motion 
should  not  be  granted. 

Even  if  the  point  was  a  doubtful  one,  a  purchaser  under  a 
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judicial  sale  ehould  not  be  required  to  run  the  hazard  of  such 
an  objection.  He  has  no  covenant  to  protect  him  in  case  of 
error,  and  he  should  never  be  required  to  complete  the  purchase 
under  such  a  sale  if  there  is  any  reasonable  doubt  as  to  the 
sufficiency  of  the  title. 
The  motion  must  be  denied. 


THE  UNION  BANK  a.  MOTT. 

Svpreme  Courts  First  District ;  Special  Term^  Jwie^  1860. 

Appeal. — Akendment. — ^Tebms  of  Allowino. 

An  order  which  violates  the  strict  legal  rights  of  a  party  is  appealahle. 

On  allowing  an  amendment  introducing  a  new  cause  of  action,  or  introdncing 

allegations  necessary  to  complete  the  facts  alleged,  which  otherwise  would  not 

show  a  cause  of  action,  defendant  should  be  allowed  to  answer  as  a  matter  of 

right. 
In  such  case  the  court  cannot  require  that  testimony  already  taken  in  the  eauae 

should  stand. 
Amendment  should  be  made  not  at  the  expense  of  the  opposite  party. 

Appeal  from  order  allowing  amendment  of  complaint 

This  action  was  commenced  in  March,  1859  ;  the  complaint 
charged  the  defendants  with  an  indebtedness  of  $141,586,  for 
moneys  fraudulently  obtained  from  plaintiff  between  the  first 
day  of  January,  1849,  and  the  16th  day  of  March,  1858,  by 
means  of  overdrafts  and  false  entries  in  the  books  of  account  of 
the  plaintiff,  in  collusion  and  with  the  aid  of  a  book-keeper  in 
the  employ  of  the  plaintiff  during  that  time. 

A  judgment  was  obtained  by  default  against  the  defendant, 
Garrett  S.  Mott ;  the  default  was  afterwards  opened  on  terms, 
but  the  judgment  ordered  to  stand  as  security.  Both  defend* 
ants,  by  separate  answers,  denied  the  complaint,  and  set  up  the 
statute  of  limitations.  ,  After  answer,  the  defendants  were  ar- 
rested and  held  to  bail  in  the  sum  of  $142,000. 
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The  cause  was  by  consent  referred,  and,  on  the  hearing  before 
the  referee,  the  evidence  given  covered  the  whole  period  stated 
in  the  complaint,  from  which  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was 
an  institution  organized  under  the  general  banking  law,  in  De- 
cember, 1852,  and  commenced  business  January  1, 1853 ;  that 
the  institution  known  as  the  Union  Bank,  existing  before  the 
last  date,  was  chartered  in  1811  by  the  name  of  "The  President, 
Directors,  and  Company  of  the  Union  Bank  of  the  city  of  New 
Tork,"  and  that  the  said  charter  expired,  and  said  bank  ceased 
to  exist,  on  the  last  day  of  December,  1852 ;  that  all  the  claims 
against  the  defendants  but  $1000  occurred  previous  to  1852,  and 
were  held  by  the  plaintiff  as  assignee. 

Upon  the  close  of  the  proof,  it  was  insisted  that,  under  the 
complaint,  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  for  any  claim 
prior  to  1853.  The  court  subsequently  allowed  an  amendment 
by  inserting  allegations  to  show  those  facts,  upon  the  following 
terms:  the  judgment  to  stand  as  security;  the  undertaking  and 
bail  to  be  discharged  without  prejudice  to  a  new  application 
for  an  arrest  under  the  amended  complaint ;  the  order  of  refer- 
ence to  stand,  and  the  testimony  already  taken  to  be  made  ap- 
plicable to  the  amended  pleadings ;  the  answers  already  put  in 
to  stand  unless  cause  should  be  shown  to  the  contrary ;  and 
plaintiff  to  pay  $10  costs  of  motion.  The  motion  for  leave  to 
amend  is  reported  10  Ante^  372.  From  this  decision  the  de- 
fendants appealed. 

David  Dudley  Fields  for  the  appellant. — ^I.  The  court  has 
not  power  to  grant  this  amendment.  The  trial  now  pending  is 
for  the  sole  purpose  of  determining  whether  the  judgment 
already  recovered  shall  be  enforced.  The  court  could  not  in- 
sert a  new  cause  of  action  into  the  judgment-roll  now  on  the 
records  of  the  court,  and  it  cannot  do  this  indirectly  by  making 
this  amendment.  A  new  cause  of  action  now  interposed  may 
give  plaintiff  a  lien  under  that  judgment  for  a  cause  of  action 
not  contained  in  its  record ;  and  for  which,  for  aught  the  record 
would  show,  a  new  action  might  be  instituted.  (Miller  a.  Eagle 
Life  Insurance  Co.,  3  E,  D,  Smithy  184 ;  Pierce  a.  Thomas,  4 
il.,  356  ;  Swartwout  a,  Curtis,  4  Comaty  415.) 

11.  If  the  court  had  this  power,  the  amendment  must  dis- 
tinguish between  the  different  causes  of  action.    Two  counts 
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for  the  game  cause  are  not  allowable.  IS  a  second  cause  be  in- 
serted for  $140,000,  the  first  must  be  reduced  to  $1000.  (Whit- 
tier  a.  Bates,  2  Abbotts^  Pr.^  477 ;  Stockbridge  Iron  Co.  a.  Mellen, 
5  How.  Pr.^  439 ;  Churchill  a.  Churchill,  9  /ft.,  552  ;  Lackey  a. 
Yanderbilt,  10  /ft.,  155 ;  Dickens  a.  New  York  Central  Railroad, 
13  /ft.,  228 ;  Ford  a.  Mattice,  14  /ft.,  91. 

UI.  The  amended  complaint  must  be  verified. 

lY.  If  the  amendment  be  made,  the  defendant  has  the  right 
to  answer  the  new  cause  of  action.  Here  th^  allegation  of  an 
assignment  from  one  bank  to  the  other  is  not  denied,  and  would 
stand  admitted.  It  would  be  also  necessary,  in  answer  to  the 
new  cause  of  action,  to  follow  up  the  denial  of  indebtedness 
by  denials  of  the  newly  alleged  facts ;  namely,  in  the  obtaining 
of  money  from  the  old  bank  by  over-drafts  upon  that  bank, 
and  the  assignment  to  the  plaintiff  before  the  commencement 
of  this  action. 

V.  The  order  of  reference  was  by  consent,  and  referred  to 
the  issues  then  existing ;  the  court  can  only  extend  the  defend- 
ant's consent  to  a  reference  of  other  issues,  not  anticipated  by 
him  when  his  consent  was  given. 

John  JFbot,  for  respondent. — I.  The  court  had  full  power  to 
make  the  amendment.  {Code^  §§  169,  171,  lt3 ;  Hagins  a. 
De  Hart,  12  How.  Pr,,  322 ;  Hall  a.  Gould,  3  Kern.,  134 ; 
Prindle  a.  Aldrich,  13  Sow.  Pr.j  466.)  The  claim  is  not 
changed  by  the  amendment  asked  and  allowed.  The  claim  is 
the  relief  sought.  An  amendment  of  a  complaint  changing 
the  cause  of  action  may  be  allowed  if  the  claim  remain  the 
same.  (Chapman  a.  Webb,  6  How.  Pr,^  390  ;  Prindle  a.  Aid- 
rich,  13  /ft.,  466.)  A  variance  sufficient  to  defeat  the  action, 
must  leave  the  case  unproved  in  its  entire  scope  and  meaning. 
If  left  unproved  in  some  particulars,  it  is  a  subject  of  amend- 
ment (Fay  a.  Grimstead,  10  Barb.^  330.)  In  this  case  the 
referee  decided  the  proof  complete  with  respect  to  $1000  of 
the  claim.  The  balance  if  left  unproved  is,  therefore,  the  sub- 
ject of  amendment.  Full  proof  has  been  given  in  respect  to 
the  balance  of  the  claim,  and  the  assignment  of  the  claim.  All 
that  is  asked,  is  an  allegation  setting  it  forth  in  the  complaint 
to  conform  the  pleadings  to  the  facts  proved.  The  issue  is  not 
changed.    The  old  complaint  covers  the  money  claimed  in  the 
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ameDdment  The  defecdants'  answeis  fully  meet  the  amend- 
ment allowed.  The  defendants,  to  show  that  thej  were  not  in- 
debted, proved  the  existence  of  the  old  bank.  The  plaintiff,  to 
meet  and  rebat  that  fact,  showed  the  assignment  to  the  plain. 
tiff.  The  defendants  attacked  its  legality.  Full  proof  has  been 
given  respecting  it.  All  that  was  asked,  was  to  conform  the 
pleadings  to  the  facts  proved  before  the  referee. 

IL  The  amendment  was  allowed  after  fall  argument  and  proof 
of  its  necessity,  and  it  should  not  be  altered  in  its  terms. 

By  thb  Court.* — ^E.  Dabwin  SMrm,  J. — ^The  first  question 
presented  upon  this  appeal  is,  whether  or  not  the  order  of  the 
special  term  is  reviewable.  The  power  of  this  court  to  amend 
a  complaint  in  any  stage  of  the  action,  by  allowing  the  plain- 
tiff to  insert  a  new  count  therein,  cannot  be  doubted.  An  ap- 
plication for  leave  to  make  such  amendment  is  addressed  to  the 
sound  judicial  discretion  of  the  court.  The  exercise  of  this 
discretion  is  among  the  most  embarrassing  duties  cast  upon  the 
courts,  and  yet  its  existence  and  exercise  is  indispensable  to  the 
proper  administration  of  public  justice. 

It  is  well-settled  law,  that  orders  resting  in  discretion  can- 
not be  reviewed  upon  appeal.  But  this  doctrine  is  obviously 
subject  to  some  limitation.  The  discretion  which  is  confided  to 
the  courts  is  not  an  arbitrary  and  capricious  discretion.  It  is  a 
power  regulated  by  legal  principles,  and  which  cannot  be  used 
for  the  purpose  of  injustice  or  oppression.  An  order  in  an  ac- 
tion which  the  court  may  in  its  discretion  grant  or  deny,  clearly 
cannot  be  reviewed  upon  appeal,  unless  in  the  terms  which  it 
imposes,  or  upon  which  it  is  granted,  it  invades  '^  some  eubstan- 
Hal  right!'*  ^^  transcends  the  limits  of  legal  discretion. 

Courts  constantly  exercise  the  power,  when  a  party  has  made 
a  slip  in  his  proceedings,  or  is  in  default,  and  asks  a  favor,  to 
grant  such  favor  upon  conditions  that  the  party  asking  it  waives 
some  strict  legal  right, — such  as  that  he  consent  that  a  judg- 
ment be  entered  to  stand  as  security, — ^that  he  consent  to  refer 
a  cause  not  referable, — ^that  he  takes  short  notice  of  trial, — that 
he  indemnify  the  opposite  party  by  the  payment  of  costs,  and 
other  like  equitable  terms. 

*  pTMent,  Ihorahax,  E.  Dabwih  SiirrHy  and  Muunr,  JJ. 
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In  such  cases  the  order  is  not  appealable.  But  this  rule 
onlj  applies  as  against  the  party  asking  for  a  favor.  A  party 
asking  no  favor  of  the  court,  and  standing  upon  his  strict 
legal  rights,  and  who  has  been  guilty  of  no  default,  cannot 
be  required  to  waive  any  of  those  rights,  and  they  cannot 
be  taken  away  from  him  by  the  court  without  his  consent 
It  is  because  I  think  the  order  granted  at  special  term  violates 
this  principle  that  I  think  it  may  so  far  be  reviewed  upon 
appeal. 

When  the  trial  was  arrested  before  the  referee,  and  the 
amendment  granted  by  him  was  allowed,  the  defendants  had 
really  succeeded  in  successfully  defending  the  suit  to  the  extent 
of  the  whole  claim  of  the  plaintiffs,  except  the  sum  of  $1,000. 
The  plaintiffs  then  asked  to  insert  a  new  count  in  their  com- 
plaint to  cover  a  claim  for  tlie  sum  of  $141,586,  which  they 
had  acquired  by  purchase  and  assignment.  We  agree  with 
Judge  Allen,  tliat  the  referee  had  no  power  to  allow  such  an 
amendment,  and  that  it  was  not  a  case  of  variance,  and  was 
not  such  an  amendment  as  should  be  allowed  on  the  trial  of  a 
cause;  but  the  court  could  undoubtedly  allow  such  amend- 
ment upon  proper  terms.  But  when  the  plaintiffs  asked  and 
were  allowed  to  insert  such  new  count  for  a  second  and  sepa- 
rate cause  of  action,  we  think  the  defendants  had  the  right  to 
have  such  amended  complaint  served  upon  them  in  the  usual 
manner,  and  had  the  legal  right  to  answer  or  demur  to  the 
same  as  in  other  cases.  Of  this  right  they  were  deprived  by 
the  order  made  at  special  term,  extending  the  answer  to  such 
amended  complaint. 

I  cannot  conceive  upon  what  ground  the  defendants  could 
be  lawfully  deprived  of  this  right.  It  seems  to  me  it  was  just 
as  absolute  as  though  a  new  suit  had  been  commenced  for 
this  $141,586.  The  right  to  answer  or  demur  to  a  complaint, 
or  to  an  amended  complaint,  inserting  an  entire  new  cause  of 
action,  is  a  strict  legal  right,  and  the  court  cannot  take  it  away 
from  any  person,  not  in  default,  who  is  prosecuted  in  a  suit  at 
law. 

The  defendants  did  not,  in  this  case,  ask  any  favor.  They 
were  not  before  the  court,  therefore,  in  any  position  to  be  re- 
quired to  waive  any  legal  rights,  or  to  submit  to  any  equitable 
terms.    It  may  be  that  the  right  to  answer  over  would  be  of  no 
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practical  use  to  them ;  bat  that  is  a  qaestion  the  court  cannot 
decide  for  them.  They  are  entitled  to  decide  it  for  themselves 
up^n  the  advice  of  their  coansel. 

The  order  deprives  them  of  this  right,  and  so  far,  I  think,  it 
affetis  a  substantial  rights  and  within  the  spirit  and  intent  of 
subdivision  numb^  8  of  section  849  of  the  Code,  is  reviewable 
upon  appeal. 

The  provision  in  the  order  also,  that  the  testimony  already 
taken  on  the  first  hearing  be  adopted  on  the  further  hearing 
under  the  amended  complaint,  as  testimony  in  the  case  under 
the  pleadings  as  amended,  also,  I  think,  invades  a  substantial 
right  of  the  defendants. 

If  such  evidence  was  pertinent  to  the  new  issue  to  be  foimed, 
and  the  defendants  were  satisfied  to  have  it  received  upon  the 
trial  of  such  issue ;  and  if  they  had  fully  cross-examined  the 
witnesses  of  the  plaintiffs — they  probably  would  do  so— it  might 
have  been  with  their  consent,  and  doubtless  would,  in  fact,  with 
such  consent,  have  been  so  used  and  applied.  But  I  cannot  see 
what  power  the  court  has,  arbitrarily  and  without  such  consent, 
in  opposition  to  the  wishes  of  the  defendants,  to  order  that  it 
shall  be  so  received  and  used. 

As  we  think  the  order  as  it  stands  cannot  be  sustained,  the 
question  is  presented  whether  we  shall  reverse  or  modify  it. 
Ordinarily  the  court  of  review  should  in  such  eases  make  such 
order  as  the  court  below,  in  its  opinion,  should  have  made.  The 
order,  so  far  as  it  grants  leave  to  amend,  is  right,  and  should  be 
affirmed ;  but  as  the  question  of  terma^  except  as  hereinbefore 
considered,  has  not  been  particularly  discussed  here,  I  should 
have  preferred  simply  to  reverse  the  order  and  leave  the  court 
at  special  term,  upon  a  hearing  of  the  parties,  to  make  such 
new  terms  as  may  be  proper  in  view  of  pur  decisions.  But  the 
press  upon  the  courts  in  this  city,  in  respect  to  this  particular 
class  of  business,  is  so  great,  that  it  is  quite  undesirable  and  in- 
expedient to  send  cases  back  to  special  term  unless  it  is  indis- 
pensably necessary  so  to  do. 

The  rule  in  all  cases  of  the  amendment  of  pleadings  is,  that 
the  amendment  shall  not  be  made  at  the  expense  of  the  oppo- 
site party,  and  that  he  be  indemnified  for  all  additional  expense 
involved  in  such  amendment. 

The  amendment  in  this  case  upon  strict  right,- and  unless  the 
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defendant  consents  to  use  the  testimony  before  taken  "by  the 
referee  upon  the  new  issnes  to  be  found,  involves  virtually  a 
new  trial  of  the  cause. 

We  think,  therefore,  the  amendment  should  not  have  been 
allowed  without  payment  at  least  of  a  trial  fee,  and  the  disburse* 
ments  incurred  by  the  defendants.  The  order  above  should, 
therefore,  so  far  as  it  extends  the  answer  to  the  amended  com- 
plaint,  and  adopts  or  applies  the  testimony  taken  before  the 
referee  to  the  issues  to  be  made  by  the  amended  pleadings,  be 
reversed  with  $10  costs,  and  that  the  residue  of  said  order  be 
a£5rmed  u!pon  the  payment  of  a  trial-fee,  and  the  disbursements 
incurred  by  the  defendants  for  witness-fees,  printing  expenses, 
and  other  disbursements  on  such  trial  and  since.  The  plaintiffs 
to  serve  their  amended  complaint  in  the  usual  manner,  making 
such  amendments  as  they  may  be  advised,  and  the  defendants 
to  have  the  usual  time  to  answer  or  demur  to  such  amended 
complaint;  and  it  is  so  ordered.*  * 

0 

MuLUN,  J.,  concurred. 


*  The  Bevised  Statutes  provided  that  on  amending  a  pleading,  in  rabstanoe, 
the  advene  party  should  be  allowed  to  answer  the  amended  pleading.  (2  J2». 
Stat.,  424,  §  2.) 

The  following  are  the  cases  both  before  and  since  the  Code,  illustrating  the 
rules  which  have  guided  the  courts  in  respect  to  the  terms  on  which  amendments 
to  the  pleadings  should  be  allowed : 

1.  Pleadutg  anew. 

Leave  to  amend  declaration,  after  plea,  should  be  on  payment  of  costs,  and  with 
leave  to  defendant  to  plead  anew.  {St^mme  Ct,,  1800,  Holmes  a.  Lansing,  1  Jolmt* 
Com.,  248.) 

If  plaintiff  is  allowed  to  amend,  the  order  may  provide  that  defendant  may 
plead  d§  novo.    (Supreme  Ot.,  1808,  Webb  a.  Williie,  1  On.,  168.) 

The  appellate  coivt  allowed  the  defendant  in  error  to  amend  his  declaration,  by 
averring  that  the  plaintiffii  in  error  were  partners,  on  paying  the  costs  in  the 
oourt  below,  subsequent  to  the  declaration;  and  the  plaintiffs  in  error  were 
allowed  twenty  days,  after  service  of  such  declaration,  to  pay  the  amount  re- 
covered below,  without  costs,  or  to  plead ;  and  if  they  pleaded,  a  wemn  de  mom  was 
ordered.     (Sagfreme  CI.,  1811,  Pease  a.  Morgan,  7  Jokne.,  468.) 

After  notice  of  trial,  plaintiff  was  permitted  to  amend  by  changing  venue,  on 
paying  costs  of  moUon,  and  of  the  former  plea,  if  a  new  defence  was  interposed. 
(Sypreme  Ct.,  1832,  Fanington  a.  Suydam,  9  Wend.,  480.) 

Where  a  new  count  for  the  same  cause  of  action  Is  added  before  trial,  the  terms 
should  require  payment  of  costs  of  the  motion,  and  of  the  pleas,  if  they  are  with- 
drawn, or  a  new  defence  made.  (A9M101W  Ct.,  1884,  Saltus  a.  Bayard,  12  WML, 
228.) 
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Plaintiff  wm  allowed  to  add  new  counts,  on  the  nme  .cause  of  action,  to  his 
dedaimtkni,  after  iMue  Joined,  and  defendant  bad  examined  a  witness  on  commis- 
sioiiy  on  payment  of  costs  of  opposing  motion,  costs  of  a  new  commission,  if  one 
sfaoaJd  be  neoessarj,  and  costs  of  the  plea, — ^the  newly-discovered  evidence,  which 
was  the  ground  of  their  application,  being  shown  to  have  no  bearing  on  the  tes- 
timony taken.    (Supnm  a.,  Sp.  T,,  1844,  Warren  a.  Campbell,  1  How.  Pr.,  60.) 

If  the  plaintiff  Is  alDowed  to  amend,  alter  a  nonsuit,  for  want  of  a  count,  or  of 
a  coast  substantially  sufficient,  he  should  be  required  to  pay  the  defendant's  cost 
of  the  plea,  and  the  subsequent  proceedings,  and  the  costs  of  opposing  the  mo- 
iX.  T.  Si^enor  Ct,,  1847,  Bennett  a.  City  of  New  York,  1  Saruif.,  668.) 
of  allowing  a  new  demise  to  be  added,  in  <yectment.    (Anon.,  2  On., 

>.) 

In  ejectment,  a  new  demise  by  a  new  lessor  was  allowed  to  be  added,  the  de- 
foidnnt  having  leave  to  withdraw  his  plea,  and,  if  he  elect  to  do  so,  the  plaintiff 
to  pay  the  costs  of  it.  {Stqfrme  CT.,  1798,  Wemple  a,  McDougall,  2  JbAiw.  Cbf.,  2d 
•d.,  419.) 

Before  trial,  a  declaration  in  ejectment  may  be  allowed  to  be  amended  by  en- 
Isrging^  the  term,  or  adding  a  demise  [1  Cai.,  251],  though  if  the  amendment  may 
deprive  defendants  of  their  only  defence,  they  should  have  leave  to  discontinue. 
(AyrwBM  Ct,  1821,  lion  e.  Burtis,  18  Johm,,  610.) 

After  nearly  six  years  had  elapsed  since  service  of  the  declaration,  leave  was 
given  to  amend,  by  adding,  new  demises,  on  the  plaintiffs  paying  all  the  costi 
then  incurred,  if  the  defendant  elected  to  relinquish  his  defence.  {Skguwu  Ct. 
1808,  Jackson  a.  Koogb,  1  On.,  261.) 

Where  defendant  swears  that  the  amendment  will  render  an  almost  entire  new 
snawer  necessary,  costs  of  the  original  answer  should  be  imposed.  [1  Hoffin.  Pr., 
285.]    (  F.  OdN.  a.,  1841,  Grim  a.  Wheeler,  8  Edw,,  448.) 

An  nmendment  of  the  complaint,  after  issue  joined  and  examination  had  of  a 
witneas  de  bene  mm,  was  allowed,  on  allegations  that  the  plaintiffs  attorney  had 
nisaiKleistood  the  cause  of  action,  on  terms  giving  defendant  leave  to  answer, 
of  proceedings  before  notice  of  trial,  and  costs  of  motion,  but  not  the 
of  the  examination.  (S^prww  Ct,  Chamben,  1848,  Hare  a.  White,  8  Bow. 
/v.,  296  ;  &  0.,  less  fully  reported,  1  Code  ^.,  70.) 

Where  leave  is  given,  after  trial  before  a  referee,  to  amend  the  summons  and 
eomplatiit,  by  adding  a  new  and  distinct  cause  of  action  not  connected  with  those 
set  forth  in  the  original  complaint,  the  order  should  only  be  granted  upon  condi- 
tion that  the  plaintiff  stipulate  to  set  aside  the  report,  and  vacate  the  order  of 
refeflenoe,  with  ooet|  to  abide  event ;  and  the  order  should  provide  for  service  of 
the  nmended  summons  and  complaint,  and  for  time  for«  defendant  to  answer. 
(Alnben  «.  Wakeman,  10  JJbbotU*  /V.,  162.) 

2.  NemtriaL 

Plaintiff  had  a  verdict,  notwithstanding  a  variance,  and  defendant  moved  for  a 
new  trial,  showing  that  he  had  a  defence,  but  that  he  relied  on  the  variance,  so 
as  not  fully  to  prepare.  Bid^  that  plaintiff  should  not  have  leave  to  amend,  un- 
kas  he  consent  to  a  new  trial.  ^{Suprem  Ol,  1827,  Hoilhagle  a.  Leavitt,  7  Obv., 
§17  ;  and  see  Hull  a.  Turner,  1  Wend.,  72.) 

The  defendant,  having  a  defence  on  the  merits,  did  not  prepare  for  trial,  bui 
rdied  only  on  a  variance ;  but  it  was  disregarded  by  the  judge.  Bddf  that  plain- 
tiff night  vacate  his  verdict,  and  amend,  but  without  costs.  {Sn^preme  Ct.,  1884^ 
Csrpenter  a.  Psyne,  10  Wend.,  604.) 

On  motion  in  arrest  of  Judgment  where  the  error,  though  &tal,  is  clericsl,--«p^ 
You  XI— 4 
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entitling  a  declaration  as  of  a  term  prior  to  the  aocming  of  the  cause  of  actloD, — 
the  plaintiff  shoald  he  permitted  to  amend,  and  keep  his  yerdlct,  on  pa^meoi  of 
all  defendant's  costs.    {Sf^trem  Ot.,  1888,  Thomas  a.  Le<mard,  11  Wend,,  68.) 

Alter  issne  joined  on  demurrer,  plaintiff  proceeded  to  trial,  and  had  a  Terdict 
on  the  facts,  and  snbsequently  Judgment  was  given  against  him  on  the  de* 
murrer. 

BHdf  that  he  should  have  leare  to  amend  on  reUnqnlshing  the  rerdict  and  pay- 
ing costs  of  demurrer,  and  all  costs  subsequent  to  the  issue.  {Suprmm  CL,  1888, 
Fidler  a.  Cooper,  19  Wend,,  286.) 

8.  OotU. 

After  an  amendment  without  costs,  a  second  amendment  was  allowed,  on 
payment  of  costs  of  the  demurrer.  {Suprenm  Oi,,  1804,  Hallock  a.  Bobinson,  2 
Or.,  2288.) 

After  report  of  referees,  for  plaintiff,  a  variance  between  the  agreement  oonpted 
on,  and  the  copy  declaration  served,  through  clerical  error,  was  amended  on  pay- 
ment of  costs  of  motion,  as  if  it  had  been  made  before  trial.  {Siqfnme  Ci»^  18Si8, 
Every  a.  Merwin,  6  Cbw.,  860.) 

On  setting  aside  a  verdict,  on  account  of  the  admission  of  evidence,  which  warn 
inadmissible  under  the  plea,  leave  to  amend  may  be  given,  so  as  to  let  in  the  evi- 
dence, on  payment  of  all  costs  since  the  original  plea.  (Siqntme  Ct,  1880,  People 
a.  Holmes,  6  FoidL,  191.) 

Nine  years  alter  the  suit  was  commenced,  and  after  three  trials,  on  each  d 
which  a  special  agreement  had  been  proved,  without  objection,  under  oommon 
counts,  &c,  plaintiff  was  allowed  to  amend  by  adding  a  special  count  on  the 
agreement,  on  payment  of  all  costs  subsequent  to  the  declaration ;  it  appearing 
that  if  the  action  were  to  be  discontinued,  the  statute  of  limitations  would  pre- 
clude a  new  action.    (^iipraiM  Ck.,  1830,  Miller  a.  Watson,  6  TTadL,  606.) 

After  demurrer,  leave  to  amend  a  clerical  i)[i{stake  was  allowed,  on  payment 
of  costs  of  demurrer  and  of  motion.  {SitprmB  (X. ,  1881,  S[eeler  a.  Shears,  6  Wtnd,, 
640.) 

Where  the  objection  to  the  want  of  an  appropriate  count  was  not  taken  until 
the  summing-up  on  the  trial  before  referred,  after  the  merits  had  been  fully  gone 
into,  the  plaintiff,  on  being  allowed  to  amend,  after  report  In  his  fiivor,  should  be 
only  required  to  pay  costs  since  the  objection  for  variance  was  taken — i*.  #.,  costs 
of  opposing  motion,  and  of  preparing  to  set  aside  the  referee's  report,  and  of  sub- 
sequent proceedings  thereon.  {SuprmB  Ct.,  1889,  Flowers'  Bzecutors  a.  Garr, 
20  Wend.,  668.)  8o  held,  also,  where  the  objection  was  taken  during  the  progress 
of  the  trial,  before  the  testimony  was  closed.  (iV.  T.  Bugptritr  Ol.,  1847,  Smith  tf. 
Proctor,  1  AifMfr.,  72.) 

Plaintiff  ¥ra8  nonsuited  because  he  had  no  count  suited  to  his  evidence,  and  the 
€k>urt  of  Errors  reversed  the  Judgment  with  a  ««mr«  dt  nose— costs  to  abide 
event. 

Hdi,  that  plaintlfTp  motion  fSor  leave  to  amend  could  only  be  granted  on  pay- 
ment of  all  the  costs  In  the  court  below  since  the  plea,  and  on  his  relinquishing 
his  contingent  right  to  costs  of  the  court  above,  {Suprtm  Ct.,  1844,  Downer  a. 
Thompson,  6  Bm,  877.) 

A  plaintiff  may  amend  his  process  and  declaration,  by  changing  the  form  of 
action  from  covenant  to  assumpsit,  upon  payment  of  costs  of  opposing  motion 
only,  whers  the  objection  was  strictly  technical,  and  the  defendants  did  not  raise 
it  until  the  cause  had  been  through  a  long  course  of  litigation,  and  the  defend- 
ants had,  in  the  first  place,  erroneously  issued  the  instrument  declared  on,  by  not 
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^Sjdog  their  seaL  [2B6t.  Stat.,  848,  2ed. ;  6Ck>w.,  866  ;  7  lb.,  92,  488 ;  9Wend., 
309,  Sll ;  10 lb.,  604 ;  16  lb.,  410  ;  19  lb.,  541,  642 ;  22  lb.,  148 ;  1  Hill,  121 ;  2 
lb.,  126 ;  6  Taunt.,  419,  422 ;  1  Bing.  N.  C,  170.]  The  terms,  in  these  amend- 
■MBta,  are  always  discretionary  with  the  oonrt— each  case  depending  upon  its  own 
circiiaBstaiicisa.  {Siiprem  Ok.,  i^.  T.,  1846,  Alston  a.  Mechanics'  Mutual  Insurance 
Col,  1  Av.  iV.,  82.) 

Where  the  defendant  objects  to  the  form  of  the  action  at  the  first  opportunity, 
I^Biiftiira  leave  to  amend  should  be  on  payment  of  all  defeodant's  costs,  and  re- 
linqoiabing  his  contingent  right  to  costs  theretofote  made.  [6  Hill,  877.]  (Supnme 
a ,  ^  f*.,  Oarrier  a.  Dellay,  8  Ifow,  Pr.,  178.) 

Wbere  the  objection  was  taken  at  the  earliest  opportunity,  and  plaintiff  insisted 
ea  pvooeeding  idth  the  trial,  and  the  report  was  against  him,  he  was  required  to 
pay  all  the  costs  of  the  reference  and  subsequent  proceedings.  (N.  T.  Superiot  Ot., 
1847,  PKctor  «.  Andrew,  1  San^.,  70.) 

Tbe  plaintiff,  on  petition,  after  exception  to  the  answer,  may  have  leave  to 
aaend,  by^  adding  new  charges  and  new  parties,  upon  payment,  not  of  a  fixed 
sajK,  but  of  oosts,  to  be  taxed.  (CAonoery,  1818,  Beekman  a.  Waters,  ^Jokn»*Ch,^ 
410.) 

Ab  ameodment,  by  striking  out  counts  or  parts  of  counts  from  the  declaration, 
allawed  by  a  judge  during  the  trial,  without  oosts,  is  authorised  by  section  149  of 
the  Code  of  1848,  which  permits  amendment  on  such  terms  as  may  be  proper.  {CL 
^AfpuA,  1861,  Cayuga  County  Bank  a.  Warden,  6  i^.  K  (2  8di,\  19.) 

In  ao  action  on  a  promissory  note  brought  by  indorsee  against  maker,  the 
eoaiplaint  merely  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  lawful  holder  of  the  promis- 
sory Biote,  but  omitted  to  state  that  the  note  was  indorsed  by  the  payee  to 


HA4,  on  demurrer,  that  the  defect  was  technical,  and  pliUntiff  might  amend 
withoot  costs,  (if.  T,  Om.  PL,  Sp,  T.,  1849,  Yanderpool  a.  Tarbox,  7  if.  K  Idg. 
Oe.,  160.) 

Tbe  provision  giving  leave  to  amend,  of  course,  wUhcut  eottt,  applies  only  where 
Oa  fint  pleading  has  been  regular.  If  the  opposite  party  has  moved  to  set  aside 
first  pleading  for  an  irregularity  which  is  cured  by  the  amendment,  the  party 

ending  mast  pay  costs,  even  if  his  amendment  is  in  time  under  that  section. 
{Sapttmi  0L,8p.  T.,  1850,  Willianv  a.  Wilkinson,  9  if.  T.  Leg.  Obt.,  186  ;  Supnm 
OLy  I860,  Gould  a.  Cbapin,  6  Bow.  Pr.,  868.) 

The  complaint  was  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  for  work  and  labor  for  the  use 
and  keeping  of  two  cows,  and  damages  for  a  breach  of  contract  In  regard  to  the 
letting  of  the  cows,  and  demanded  judgment  for  $600.  The  defendant  answered ; 
the  cause  was  referred,  and  the  referee  found  for  the  plaintiff  $100,  as  being  the 
anuMmt  at  which  the  parties  had  compromised  their  controversies,  and  which 
amovnt  it  appeared  the  defendant  had  promised  to  pay.  The  defendant  appealed 
frofuk  the  judgment,  and  it  was  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  ordered.  The  plaintiff 
nov  moved  to  amend  the  complaint  so  as  to  claim  a  recovery  upon  an  agreement 
to  paj  $100  in  compromise  of  disputed  claims. 

Sdd^  that  the  amendment  was  allowable ;  but  that  the  only  terms  that  would 
be  just  in  such  a  esse  were  to  require  the  plaintiff  to  make  the  defendant  whole 
by  paying  all  the  legal  taxable  costs  to  which  he  had  put  the  defendant  by  suing 
CD  a  claim  to  which  the  defendant  had  a  good  defence,  and  the  plaintiff  no  just 
right  of  recovery.  {JSi^frene  Ck.,  8p.  T.,  1866,  Prindle  a.  Aldrich,  18  Sow.  Pr., 
468.* 

Plaintiff  was  permitted  to  amend  on  the  trial,  by  striking  out  theoiamA  of  ooo 
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FORBES'  CASE. 

Before  Hon.  Josiah  Sutherland;  SwprerM  Ocwrt^  Chambers^ 

Auguety  1860. 

Habeah  Corpdb. — Yaorabtb. 

Proof  that  the  pritoner  wm  a  oonlnon  pfroettinte  and  Idle  penon  does  not 
authorise  her  oommxtment  and  oonviction  as  a  Tagnmt.  It  is  only  a  certain 
class  of  proetitntes— Til.,  those  withont  employment — who  are  declared  by 
statnte  (1  J2ev.  BMU,  688 ;  Lam  qf  1888,  9,  ch.  11)  to  be  Tagrants.^ 

Habeas  corpus  to  inquire  into  the  detention  of  Catharine 
Forbes,  who  was  imprisoned  on  a  summary  conviction  as  a 
vagrant. 

of  the  defendants,  who  appeared  to  be  not  a  proper  party,  on  condition  that 
plaintiff  pay  or  secure  his  costs  forthwith,  and  allow  the  trial  to  stand  OTer,  if  the 
other  defendant  desired  it.  (fifignvM  O.,  of  Orcuit,  ISiS,  Bemis  a.  Bronson,  1  Ood$ 
-«.,  27.) 

On  granting  plaintiff's  motion  to  strike  ont  the  name  of  a  defendant  who  proves 
not  to  be  a  prqper  party,  the  terms  should  be  such  as  to  indemnify  the  remaining 
defendants  for  the  expense  to  which  they  will  be  subjected  by  the  amendment. 
[8  How.  Pr.,  296.]  (^St^pfvnw  Ct.,  Sp.  T.,  1866,  Turner  a.  HiUerline,  14  How.  Pr.^ 
281.) 

Thoagh  the  pUdntlffii  might  be  permitted  to  amend,  or  file  a  supplemental  com- 
plaint, bringing  in  the  necessary  parties,  although  they  had,  after  knowledge  that 
such  parties  were  necessary,  proceeded  to  a  judgment,  and  had  litigated  an  ap- 
peal,— yet  this  should  not  be  done,  except  on  terms  of  payment  of  all  costs  since 
the  time  when  the  plaintifb  were  first  informed  of  the  facts,  which  made  the 
bringing  in  of  other  parties  necessary.  (Suprtmi  d.,  Bp.  7*.,  1869,  Sage  a.  Mosher, 
17J2>«^.  Pr.,  867.) 

After  report  of  a  referee  for  a  greater  sum  than  is  claimed  in  the  complaint, 
the  complaint  should  not  be  amended  by  increasing  the  amount  of  damages 
claimed,  except  upon  terms  of  consenting  to  a  new  trial,  and  paying  costs  of  the 
former  trial,  and  of  opposing  the  motion.  [8  Wend.,  866 ;  2  Seld.,  97.]  (i^*  ^ 
Bupenot  Ol  (1864  f),  Bowman  a.  Earle,  8  Duo',  691.) 

If  the  judgment  gave  defendant  an  extra  allowance,  but  that  judgment  has 
been  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  ordered,  the  court,  on  permitting  plaintiff  tc 
amend  his  pleading  in  substantial  respects,  will  not  require  payment  of  the 
allowance  as  terms,  but  only  payment  of  taxable  costs.  {Sitprwm  €t,f£^T,,  1866, 
Troy  &  Boston  BaUroad  Co.  a.  Tlbbito,  11  Bow.  Fri,  168.) 

*  Oompan  Gray's  Case,  Pod,  66. 
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The  fiicts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

SuTHSBLAND,  J. — ^Iho  Warden  of  the  city  prison  returns  to 
the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  allowed  by  me  in  this  matter,  a  copy 
of  the  warrant  of  commitment  under  which  the  prisoner  was 
received  into  his  custody,  and  by  virtue  of  which  she  is  held 
and  detained. 

After  hearing  counsel,  and  after  giving  to  the  Sipbject  the 
most  serious  consideration  called  for,  as  I  thought,  by  its  great 
importance  and  public  interest,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  warrant  of  commitment  on  its  face  is  absolutely  void, 
and  that  the  prisoner  must  be  discharged,  on  the  ground  that  it 
does  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  commitment  that  the  prisoner 
has  been  duly  convicted  of  being  a  vagrant,  or  indeed,  that  she 
has  been  convicted  or  committed  for  any  offence  or  crime 
whatever. 

"Die  question  on  the  face  of  the  commitment  arises  in  this 
matter.  The  warrant  of  commitment  (which  is  under  the  hand 
and  seal  of  Mr.  Quackenbush,  one  of  the  police-justices  of  this 
city),  not  only  in  due  form  recites  the  conviction  of  the  prisoner 
on  competent  testimony,  of  being  a  vagrant;  but  proceeds  to 
state  and  specify  the  facts,  circumstances,  or  conditions,  which 
made  or  constituted  the  prisoner  a  vagrant,  and  on  competent 
proof  of  which  it  must  be  assumed  that  the  committing  magis- 
trate determined  that  the  prisoner  was  a  vagrant  The  words 
of  the  commitment  are :  "  Whereas  Catharine  Forbes  stands 
charged,  and  is  on  competent  testimony  made  before  me,  law- 
fully  convicted  of  being  a  vagrant — in  thisy  to  wit:  That  she  is 
a  eamnum  prostitute  and  idle  person,  of  which  conviction  a 
lawful  record  in  due  form  has  been  made  and  filed,  and  it  ap- 
pearing to  me  for  the  cause  aforesaid  that  she  is  a  vagrant  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  statute,  &c. ;  I  do and  determine 

that  she  be  committed,"  &c. 

The  commitment,  then,  on  its  face,  presents  this  question:  did 
competent  and  satisfactory  testimony  that  the  prisoner  was  a  com- 
mon prostitute  and  idle  person  authorize  her  conviction  and  com- 
mitment as  a  vagrant?  There  is  no  such  common-law  offence 
or  crime  as  vagrancy  or  idleness,  or  vagrancy  and  idleness.  By 
certain  statutes  all  persons  coming  within  a  certain  description 
defined  and  declared  by  the  statutes,  are  declared  to  be  vagrants, 
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and  provision  is  made  for  their  trial,  conyiction,  and  imprison- 
ment.    We  have  two  such  statutes.    By  the  Revised  Statutes 
(2  Rev.  8tat^  879,  5  ed.),  all  idle  persons,  who,  not  having  any 
visible  means  to  maintain  themselves,  live  without  employ- 
ment; all  persons  wandering  about  and  lodging  in  taverns, 
groceries,  or  beer-houses,  outhouses,  market-places,  sheds,  or 
bams,  or  in  the  open  air,  and  not  giving  a  good  account  of 
themselves;  all  persons  wandering  abroad  and  begging,  or  who 
go  about  from  door  to  door,  or  place  themselves  in  the  streets, 
highways,  or  other  public  places  to  beg  or  receive  alms,  shall 
be  deemed  vagrants.     Common  prostitutes  as  such  are  not 
named  in  this  statute,  and  although  they  may  be,  and  are,  per- 
haps, most  likely  to  be,  or  to  become  vagrants  within  the  de- 
scription of  the  statute,  yet  it  is  plain  if  a  common  prostitute  is 
lawfully  convicted  of  being  a  vagrant  under  this  statute,  she 
must  be  so  convicted,  not  merely  on  her  confession,  bnt  on 
competent  testimony  that  she  is  a  common  prostitute  or  an  idle 
person,  or  that  she  is  both  a  conmion  prostitute  and  an  idle  per- 
son.   This  statute  does  not  declare  common  prostitutes  as  a 
class  or  by  name  to  be  vagrants,  nor  d5es  it  declare  all  idle 
persons  to  be  vagrants,  but  only  such  idle  persons  as  live  with- 
out employment,  and  yet  have  no  means  to  maintain  themselves. 
By  an  act  passed  January  23, 1833  {Laws  of  1833,  9,  ch.  11), 
which  from  its  title  and  provisions  would  appear  to  be  confined 
in  its  operations  to  the  city  of  New  York.   ^^  All  common  prosti- 
tutes who  have  no  lawful  employment  whereby  to  maintain 
themselves,"  are  declared  vagrants.    It  is  presumed  that  the 
prisoner,  Catharine  Forbes,  was  arrested  and  convicted  under 
this  act ;  but  by  this  act  common  prostitution  is  neither  defined 
nor  declared  to  be  a  crime.    By  the  act  a  certain  class  or  de- 
scription of  common  prostitutes  are  declared  to  be  vagrants. 
Every  word  which  defines  this  class,  or  makes  a  part  of  this 
description,  is  material  and  important 

The  magistrate  in  acting  under  the  act,  had  no  right  to  disre- 
gard one  word  of  that  description.  He  has  no  right,  I  think,  to 
say  or  determine  that  a  common  prostitute  is  a  vagrant  within 
this  act  merely  because  she  is  also  idle,  or  an  idle  person,  with- 
out proof  of  any  other  fact  or  circumstance.  To  be  a  vagrant 
within  this  act,  the  common  prostitute  must  be  without  any 
Imo/ul  emjplaymefU  whereby  to  maintain  herself.    These  words 
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implj,  I  tlunk^  something  more  than  being  idle,  or  in  an  idle 
condidon;  and  probably  something  more  even  than  habitaal 
idleness.  They  imply,  I  think,  a  want  of  any  lawful  business 
occupation  or  means  whereby  to  maintain  herself.  It  is  plain 
that,  substantially,  the  same  words  as  used  in  the  Beyised 
Statutes  in  describing  the  kind  or  class  of  idle  persons  declared 
to  be  vagrants,  mean  something  more  than  mere  idleness,  other- 
wise the  statutes  would  have  declarea  all  idle  persons  to  be 
vagrants.  The  object  of  this  act  is  not  to  punish  common 
proetitotes  as  a  sin  or  moral  evil,  or  to  reform  the  individual, 
but  to  protect  the  public  against  the  crimes,  poverty,  distress, 
or  public  burdens,  which  experience  has  shown  common  pros- 
titution causes  or  leads  to. 

Hiese  statutes — declaring  a  certain  class  or  description  of  per- 
sons vagrants,  and  authorizing  their  conviction  and  punishment 
as  such  ;  as  well  as  certain  statutes  declaring  a  certain  class  or 
description  of  persons  to  be  disorderly  persons,  and  authorizing 
their  arrest  as  such — are  in  fact  rather  of  the  nature  of  public 
r^ulations  to  prevent  crime  and  public  charges  and  burdens, 
than  of  the  nature  of  ordinary  criminal  laws  prohibiting  and 
punishing  an  act  or  acts  as  a  crime  or  crimes. 

If  the  condition  of  a  person  brings  him  within  the  descrip- 
tion of  either  of  the  statutes  declaring  what  persons  shall  be 
esteemed  vagrants,  he  may  be  convicted  and  imprisoned,  whether 
such  condition  is  his  misfortune  or  his  fault.  His  individual 
liberty  must  yield  to  the  public  necessity  or  public  good ;  but 
nothing  but  public  necessity  or  the  public  good  can  justify  these 
statutes,  and  the  summary  conviction  without  a  jury  in  deroga- 
tion of  the  common  law  authorized  by  them.  They  are  con- 
stitutional, but  should  be  construed  strictly,  and  executed  care- 
fully in  fkvor  of  the  liberty  of  the  citizen.  Their  description 
of  persons  who  shall  be  deemed  vagrants,  is  necessarily  vague 
and  uncertain,  giving  to  the  magistrate  in  their  execution  an 
almost  unchecked  opportunity  for  arbitrary  oppression  or  care- 
less cruelty.  The  main  object  or  purpose  of  the  statutes  should 
be  kept  constantly  in  view,  and  the  magistrate  should  be  care- 
ful and  see,  before  convicting,  that  the  person  charged  with 
being  a  vagrant  is  shown  either  by  his  or  her  confession,  or  by 
competent  testimony,  to  come  exactly  within  the  description  of 
(me  of  the  statutes  (see  opinion  of  Edmonds,  Circuit  Judge, 
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in  The  People  a.  Phillips,  1  Pa/rh.  Or.^  95,  &c.).    In  this  case 
there  is  not  the  least  ground  for  supposing  that  the  committing 
magistrate's  proceedings  were  not  in  good  faith,  and    with 
the  sole  view  of  conscientiouslj  discharging  his  duty.     Sat 
no  record  of  the  conviction  has  been  produced,  and  by  an  af- 
fidavit made  in  this  matter  it  appears  probable  that  none  lias 
been  filed  in  the  clerk's  o£Sce  of  the  Court  of  Sessions,  as  re- 
quired by  the  act  of  1833,  and  the  act  of  April  10, 1835,  amend- 
ing it ;  and  I  can  therefore  only  look  to  the  warrant  of  commit- 
ment to  see  whether  the  prisoner  was  lawfully  convicted  of 
being  a  vagrant,  or  of  any  crime  or  offence.    For  the  reasons 
above  stated,  I  think  the  commitment  on  its  face  does  not  show 
that  the  prisoner  was  lawfully  convicted  of  being  a  vagrant,  or 
of  any  offence  or  crime.    Ko  statute  of  this  State  has  yet  de- 
clared common  prostitution  or  idleness  to  be  a  crime,  and  I 
think,  for  the  reasons  above  stated,  that  the  determination  of 
the  magistrate  that  proof  that  the  prisoner  was  a  common  proa-^ 
titnte  and  idle  person  authorized  her  conviction  as  a  vagrant 
was  erroneous. 

The  prisoner,  therefore,  must  be  discharged. 

It  will  not  be  necessary  to  examine  the  other  question  raised 
in  this  matter,  to  wit:  whether  the  prisoner  should  be  dis- 
charged on  the  ground  that  no  record  of  conviction  has  been 
filed,  as  required  by  the  acts  before  referred  to. 


GRAT'S  CASE. 

Before  the  Son.  Daniel  P.  Inffraham;  Supreme  Courts  Chanh- 

bersj  September^  I860. 

Habeas  Corpus. — CoHMmcENT. — YAOsAinB. 

The  practice  of  reviewing  oommltmentB  upon  habeas  ooipus  Ib  not  to  be  en- 
couraged. 

A  commitmeDi  for  Tagrancf  should  state  that  the  person  is  a  TBgrant ;  but  need 
not  state  aU  the  particalitrs  necessary  to  make  out  the  ofienoe.* 

*  Ck>mpare  Forbes'  Case,  Asi^  62. 
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Habeas  corpus  to  inquire  into  the  detention  of  Wm.  M.  Oraj, 
irho  was  imprisoned  on  a  summary  conviction  as  a  vagrant. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

• 

IvoRAHAM,  J. — The  prisoner  was  committed  by  a  police-jus- 
tice, on  the  ground  of  his  having  been  convicted  of  being  a 
vagrant,  viz. :  an  idle  person  not  having  visible  means  to  main- 
tain himself,  and  an  habitual  drunkard.  He  is  now  brought  be- 
fore me  on  habeas  corpus,  and  his  discharge  asked  for  on  the 
ground  that  the  commitment  is  not  for  any  offence  provided  by 
statute. 

The  practice  of  reviewing  convictions  before  jus^ces  on 
habeas  corpus  is  not  to  be  commended.  The  statute  permits 
another  mode  for  correcting  the  errors  of  the  justice,  which  should 
be  resorted  to.  If  the  commitment  is  regular,  and  the  justice 
has  jurisdiction  of  the  matter,  no  relief  should  be  afforded  in 
this  proceeding. 

It  is  apparent,  therefore^  that  I  should  only  inquire  whether 
die  justice  had  jurisdiction  of  the  prisoner,  for  an  offence  de- 
fined in  any  of  the  statutes  of  the  State.  I  think  there  can  be 
no  doubt  on  both  points.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  justice  mak- 
ing the  commitment  is  not  disputed. 

The  offence  of  which  the  prisoner  was  convicted  is  stated  as 
follows,  viz.:  "Who  stands  charged  before  me  with  being  a 
TBgrant,  viz. :  an  idle  person,  who,  not  having  visible  means  to 
maintain  himself,  and  is  an  habitual  drunkard."  The  confusion 
of  the  sentence  arises  from  the  use  of  a  printed  form  of  com- 
mitment, and  erasing  part,  so  as  to  insert  another  grade  of  the 
same  offence  as  provided  by  the  statute. 

By  the  Bevised  Statutes  (vol.  1,  602),  an  idle  person,  who,  not 
having  means  to  maintain  himself,  lives  without  employment, 
is  to  be  deemed  a  vagrant.  In  the  present  case  the  words  "lives 
without  employment,"  are  erased  from  the  commitment. 

By  the  act  of  1838  {Laws  ^1833, 9,  ch.  11),  "  A  person,  who, 
being  an  habitual  drunkard,  is  destitute  and  without  visible 
means  of  support,"  is  to  be  deemed  a  vagrant. 

In  this  case  the  words  "is  destitute"  are  stricken  out. 

If  it  were  necessary  that  all^the  matters  required  to  be  proven 
should  be  stated  in  the  commitment,  then  neither  offence  is  fully 
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stated  therein.  But  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  it  is  not  necessary 
that  the  commitment  should  state  all  the  particulars  necessary 
to  make  out  the  offence.  The  offence  is  being  a  vagrant.  The 
justice  states  that  the  prisoner  has  been  charged  with  being  a 
vagrant,  and  was  convicted  on  competent  proof. 

Hiis  is  sufficient  to  show  the  offence  charged  and  the  convic- 
tion.   (See  People  a.  Moore,  3  Park.  Or.j  465.) 

In  a  commitment  for  petit  larceny  it  is  enough  to  state  that 
offence  without  reciting  the  goods  stolen,  or  the  owner  of  the 
property.  In  The  People  a.  Cavanagh  (2  Park.  Cr.^  660),  the 
general  term  of  the  second  district  held  that  a  commitment 
which  recited  that  the  prisoner  was  convicted  of  a  misdemeanor 
was  sufficient,  and  a  more  particular  statement  of  the  offence 
need  not  be  made. 

Even  if  the  contrary  rule  had  been  adopted  prior  to  1855, 
since  that  time  the  mode  in  which  the  record  of  conviction  is 
directed  to  be  made  up,  would  render  such  recital  unnecessary. 

That  act  {Laws  of  1855,  ch.  268)  directs  the  form  of  the  rec- 
ord of  conviction  to  be  in  this  respect,  as  follows :  ^^  That  the 
prisoner  was  brought  before  the  justice  on  a  charge  of  being  a 
vagrant,  and  that  upon  diligent  inquiry,  &c.,  it  appearing  that 
the  said  prisoner  is  a  vagrant  within  the  provisions  of  the  stat- 
ute, I,  the  said  justice,  did  so  adjudge,"  &c. 

The .  commitment  is  sufficient  if  it  follows  the  record ;  and 
when  it  is  not  required  that  the  justice  should  insert  in  the  rec- 
ord the  particular  grounds  on  which  the  charge  of  vagrancy  is 
based,  it  cannot  be  necessary  to  recite  them  in  the  commit- 
ment. 

The  words  defining  the  particular  causes  of  vagrancy  may 
therefore  be  regarded  as  surplusage,  and  the  charge  of  being  a 
vagrant,  and  being  conmiitted  thereof,  is  sufficient. 

The  prisoner  is  not  without  means  of  reviewing  the  judgment 
appealed  from^  and  I  do  not  feel  at  liberty  under  this  proceed* 
ing  to  review  that  trial.  At  any  rate,  I  am  not  willing  to  dis- 
charge a  prisoner  because  the  parts  necessary  to  be  proven 
are  not  recited  in  the  commitment. 

I  concur  with  the  views  of  Mr.  Justice  Sutherland,  in  the 
case  of  Catharine  Forbes,  so  far  as  they  are  expressed  as  to 
what  is  necessary  to  be  proven  in  •rder  to  make  out  the  offence ; 
and  unless,  on  a  review  of  the  case,  it  should  appear  that  all  the 
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facts  neceBsarj  to  constitnte  the  offence  are  proven,  the  convic- 
tioQ  Bhonid  be  reversed ;  but  as  I  do  not  consider  that  all  such 
Acts  should  necessarily  be  recited  in  the  commitment,  I  feel 
bound  to  remand  the  prisoner,  on  the  ground  that  the  commit- 
ment is  regular  on  its  face,  and  the  decision  of  the  justice  can- 
not be  reviewed  in  this  proceeding. 
The  prisoner  must  be  remanded. 


PEOPLE  a.  SHEPAED. 

UTew  York  Oyer  dk  Terminer^  Janufryj  1860. 

Cousrr  of  Sessions. — ^BBMrmNO  Cattses  fob  Trial. 

It  ii  iA  dntj  of  the  Conrt  of  Seadons  to  send  to  the  Oyer  ftnd  Terminer  all  In- 
dictments  for  ofFences  which  they  cannot  try ;  and  they  have  power  to  send  to 
that  conrt  any  caoe  which  they  can  try,  if  ^ey  deem  expedient. 

If  an  indictment  has  heen  once  tried  in  the  Conrt  of  Seisgions,  the  second  trial 
thoold  be  ha4  in  the  same  conrt,  unless  some  reason  is  shown  to  the  Oyer  and 
TWminer  for  aUowing  the  trial  to  be  had  in  the  latter  court. 

Motion  to  remit  an  indictment  to  the  general  sessions. 
Hie  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Inosahax,  J. — ^In  this  case  a  new  trial  was  ordered  by  the 
Court  of  Appeals,  and  the  case  was  sent  back  to  the  Court  of 
Sessions  for  trial.  At  the  last  term  of  that  court,  an  order  was 
made,  on  the  application  of  the  district-attomej,  sending  the 
indictment  for  trial  to  the  Oyer  and  Terminer.  A  motion  is 
now  made  that  the  indictment  be  remitted  for  trial  to  the  Court 
of  Sessions. 

The  counsel  for  the  prisoner  urges  in  support  of  his  motion, 
that  since  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1855,  the  prisoner  has  a 
right  to  insist  upon  a  trial  in  the  sessions  where  the  indictment 
▼as  found,  and  that  the  district-attorney  and  Court  of  Sessions 
cannot,  by  sending  the  indictment  to  the  Oyer  and  Terminer, 
deprive  the  prisoner  of  the  right  which  the  statute  gives  him 
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to  a  writ  of  error  as  a  matter  of  right,  and  to  a  review  of  the 
findiiig  of  the  jury  upon  the  facts,  if  the  prisoner  should  be 
convicted. 

The  act  of  1855  does  give  to  a  prisoner  convicted  in  the  ses- 
sions of  a  capital  offence,  such  a  right,  bat  such  a  right  does 
not  depend  upon  the  finding  of  an  indictment  in  the  sessions. 
The  statute  allows  this  only  in  the  case  of  a  conviction  in  that 
court,  and  the  provisions  of  law  as  to  the  sending  of  indictments 
from  that  court  to  the  Ojer  and  Terminer  for  trial,  are  in  no 
way  affected  bj  that  statute. 

By  the  statute  (2  H&v.  Stat.^  2  ed.,  803,  §  6),  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sions was  directed  to  send  to  the  Oyer  and  Terminer  all  indict- 
ments for  offences,  which  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the 
statute  were  not  triable  therein,  to  the  Oyer  and  Terminer,  and 
at  that  time  no  ca^tal  case  could  be  tried  in  that  court 

Since  the  law  has  been  so  altered  as  to  give  that  court  the 
power  to  try  indictments  for  all  offences  punishable  with  death, 
the  obligatory  part  of  those  provisions,  which  compelled  the 
court  to  send  such  indictments  to  the  Oy^  and  Terminer,  has 
of  course  ceased  to  be  operative ;  and  if  this  were  the  only  au- 
thority for  sending  indictments  from  the  sessions,  there  might 
be  some  doubt  whether,,  under  that  section,  the  indictment 
could  properly  be  sent  to  this  court  for  trial ;  but  the  7th  section 
on  the  same  page  gives  to  the  sessions  a  discretionary  ))ower  to 
send  to  the  Oyer  and  Terminer  all  indictments  for  offences 
triable  in  the  sessions,  which  shall  not  have  been  tried  and  de^ 
termined,  and  provides  for  the  trial  of  such  cases  in  the  sessions 
if  the  Oyer  and  Terminer  should  remit  such  indictments  again 
to  the  sessions  without  trial. 

The  provisions  of  this  section  are  ample  to  authorize  the  send- 
ing of  all  indictments  found  in  that  court  to  the  Oyer  and  Ter- 
miner, and  if  the  enlargement  of  their  jurisdiction  has  any  effect 
to  limit  the  power  of  the  court  under  the  6th  section,  the 
same  cause  would  extend  the  operation  of  the  7th  section.  The 
two  sections,  taken  together,. were  evidently  intended  to  com- 
pel the  sessions  to  send  to  the  Oyer  and  Terminer  all  indict* 
ments  for  offences  which  they  could  not  try,  and  to  give  to  that 
court  a  discretion  to  send  any  case  which  they  could  try  to  this 
court,  if  they  deemed  it  expedient  so  to  order ;  and  notwith- 
standing the  passage  of  the  act  of  1855,  extending  the  jurisdic- 


,  NEW  YORK.  .61 


People  a,  Sbepard. 


tion  of  that  court,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  thej  possess  the 
same  power  now  as  to  all  indictments  pending  in  that  conrt. 

The  intent  of  the  ^gislatare  in  the  7th  section,  at  its  original 
passage,  was  probably  to  direct  a  more  general  transfer  of  in- 
dictments by  the  sessions  to  the  Oyer  and  Terminer,  than  is 
now  supposed. 

In  England,  when  the  Conrt  of  Oyer  and  Terminer  and  Jail 
Delivery  was  held  in  any  county,  that  court  had  the  entire  con- 
trol of  the  criminal  business  of  the  county  during  its  sessions, 
relating  to  prisoners  in  jail  wherever  indicted  (4  Black.,  270) ; 
and  on  the  organization  of  those  courts  in  this  State  the  bame 
powers  were  given.  By  the  act  relating  to  those  courts,  as 
revised  in  1813  (1  Bev.  Stat.,  836,  §§  16,  47),  such  jurisdiction 
was  continued. 

The  statutes  regulating  courts  of  sessions  (2  Sev.  Stat.,  150), 
not  only  made  it  obligatory  upon  the  sessions  to  send  to  the 
next  Supreme  Court  or  Oyer  and  Terminer  the  indictments  for 
offences  not  triable  by  the  sessions,  but  by  section  3  tliat  court 
was  directed  to  send  all  indictments  against  prisoners  in  jail, 
not  heard  or  determined*,  to  the  next  Court  of  Oyer  and  Ter- 
miner, and  with  provision  for  remitting  them  back  to  the  ses- 
sions if  not  tried  during  that  court. 

The  object  of  these  provisions  was,  undoubtedly,  to  relieve 
the  prisoners  during  the  sitting  of  the  court,  as  far  as  possible, 
and  entire  jurisdiction  for  that  purpose  was  given  to  the  court. 
In  the  Eevised  Statutes  (vol.  2,  209),  this  section  was  so  altered 
as  to  make  it  permissive,  and  not  obligatory  on  the  sessions,  to 
send  all  indictments  to  the  next  Oyer  and  Tern^iner,  whenever 
it  was  to  be  in  session,  but  in  other  respects  the  power  and  au- 
thority remain  the  same. 

I  have  no  doubt  of  the  authority  of  the  Court  of  Sessions, 
under  these  provisions,  to  send  to  the  next  Court  of  Oyer  and 
Terminer  any  indictment  found  in  that  conrt,  not  heard  and 
determined  as  fully  as  might  have  been  done  before  the  act  of 
1855. 

In  the  present  case,  however,  there  are  other  reasons  why  I 
deem  it  proper  to  remit  this  case  to  the  sessions  for  trial.  The 
indictment  was  originally  tried  in  that  court.  The  Court  of 
Appeals  have  granted  a  new  trial,  not  for  any  errors  of  law, 
but  becauae  they  thought  the  verdict  of  the  jury  was  contrary 
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to  the  evidence.  Tbej  sent  it  back  to  that  court  for  tHal.  No 
reason  is  shown  why  the  case  should  not  be  again  tried  in  that 
court  The  Legislature  have  conferred  i^on  the  sessions  au- 
thority to  try  such  cases ;  and  although  in  cases  where  an  in- 
dictment  for  an  offence  punishable  with  death,  found  in  that 
court,  is  removed  into  this  court  before  any  trial  has  been  had, 
I  should  not  hesitate  to  retain  the  same  for  trial  here ;  yet,  un- 
der the  peculiar  circumstances  of  this  case,  I  think,  unless  some 
good  reason  is  ahown  therefor,  the  new  trial  should  take  place 
in  the  same  court  where  it  was  previously  tried. 

There  are  several  cases  now  pending  in  this  court  for  trial, 
which  will  require  all  the  time  of  the  court  to  dispose  of  them 
within  the  period  allowed  for  its  session;  and  as  no  reason 
whatever  is  stated  by  the  district-attorney,  to  show  the  neces- 
sity of  the  trial  here,  in  this  case,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the 
motion  to  remit  the  indictment  to  the  sessions  should  be  granted* 


STELLE  a.  PALMER. 
J^ew  York  Superior  Cowrt;  Special  Terrn^  August^  1860. 

ASBEST. — ^ExBOUnOK  AQAmST  THE  FeBSON. 

After  an  order  of  arrest  has  been  discfaku-ged  on  motion,  the  defendant  is  not  liable 
to  arrest  on  execution  against  the  person,  though  on  his  de&alt  at  the  trial  a 
special  verdict  is  found,  stating  that  he  was  guilty  of  the  teud  charged  in  the 
complaint. 

Motion  to  discharge  execution  against  the  person  of  defendant. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Hoffman,  J. — ^The  defendant  was  arrested,  by  order,  on  the 
4tli  day  of  August,  '1858,  upon  a  complaint  supported  by  an 
affidavit,  which  stated  his  being  employed  by  the  plaintiff  as  an 
agent  and  broker  to  invest  moneys  upon  stocks  and  other  good 
securities,  in  order  to  obtain  a  larger  rate  of  interest  than  a 
savings-bank  paid  him.     That  the  defendant  made  repeated 
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representatioDS  of  his  own  reBponsibilitj,  as  well  as  knowledge, 
aii^  the  plaintiff  advanced  him  moneys  from  time  to  time,  which 
were  invested  in  certain  secnritiee.  Other  allegations  of  decep- 
tion were  made,  bat  chiefly  that  some  of  the  secnrities  had  been 
long  in  the  defendant's  hands,  were  utterly  worthless,  and  were 
palmed  off  by  him  as  the  plaintiff's  money,  knowingly  and 
frandnlently. 

On  the  7th  of  September,  1858,  this  order  of  arrest  was  dis- 
charged npon  hearing  and  affidavits  on  each  side,  and  without 
costs. 

On  the  18th  day  of  April,  1860,  the  action  came  on  to  be 
tried  before  a  jury,  the  defendant  making  default.  The  follow- 
ing ia  a  history  of  the  proceedings  on  such  trial  r 

The  jury  found  a  general  verdict  and  special  findings  under 
section  261  of  the  O^e. 

The  court  charged  the  jury,  who  say  that  they  find  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff  against  ^e  defendant  for  $2,598.24,  and  they 
answered  the  following  questions  as  follows : 

Q,  Did  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  between 
the  first  day  of  February,  1867,  and  the  8th  day  of  July,  1857, 
intrust  to  the  defendant  the  moneys  of  the  plaintiff?    A.  Yes. 

Q.  To  what  amount  t    A.  $5,780.59. 

Q.  In  what  capacity  was  the  defendant  employed  by  plain- 
tiff! A.  As  broker  of  and  for  plaintiff  to  loan  the  money  upon 
good  and  satisfactory  security. 

Q.  Did  the  defendant  invest  the  money  so  intmsted  to  him 
upon  good  and  satisfactory  security  t    A.  Not  the  whole. 

Q.  What  amount  did  he  not  so  invest  ?    A.  $2,375. 

Q.  What  did  the  defendant  do  with  the  same  ?  A.  He  con- 
verted that  amount  to  his  own  use  on  the  12th  day  of  May, 
1858,  and  has  refused  to  render  to  plaintiff  a  just  and  true  ac- 
count of  his  disposition  of  that  amount,  viz.,  $2,875. 

On  this  the  following  judgment  was  entered : 

This  action  having  been  brought  on  for  trial  in  its  regular 
order  on  the  calendar  at  a  special  term  of  the  court,  on  the  18th 
day  of  August,  1860,  and  the  defendant  having  been  called  and 
failing  to  appear,  his  default  was  entered,  and  thereupon  a  jury 
having  (on  motion  of  the  counsel  of  the  plaintiff)  been  impan- 
elled, chosen,  tried,  and  sworn,  found  a  verdict  for  the  said 
plftintiff  against  the  said  defendant  for  the  sum  of  $2,598.24 
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damages,  (fee,  and  having  farther  found  that  the  plaintijBT,  at 
the  request  of  the  defendant,  between  the  first  day  of  Febmary, 
1857,  and  the  10th  day  of  July,  1857,  intrusted  to  the  said  de- 
fendant the  moneys  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  amount  of  $5,780.59, 
and  that  said  moneys  were  intrusted  by  the  said  plaintiff  to  the 
said  defendant  as  the  broker  of  and  for  said  plaintiff  to  l6aD  the 
same  upon  good  and  satisfactory  security,  and  that  the  said 
defendant  did  not  invest  upon  good  and  satisfactory  security 
$2,875  of  said  money  as  intrusted  to  him,  but  converted  that 
sum  (viz.,  $2,375)  to  his  own  use  on  the  12th  day  of  May,  1858, 
bnd  did  not  pay  the  same  to  the  plaintiff,  and  has  refused  to 
render  to  said  plaintiff  a  just  and  true  account  of  said  lastrmen- 
tioned  amount    And  on  this  28th  day  of  April,  1860,  the  Bum 
of  the  costs  of  the  said  plaintiff,  besides  necessary  disbursements 
and  fees  of  officers  allowed  by  law,  are  a^ljusted  at  the  sum  of 
$108.18  (after  two  days'  notice  of  such  adjustment  to  the  de- 
fendant and  on  motion  of  Francis  Byrne,  attorney  for  said 
plaintiff).    It  is  adjudged  by  this  court  that  the  said  plaintiff 
recover  against  said  defendant  said  sum  of  $2,598.24,  being  the 
amount  of  moneys  received  by  said  defendant  from  the  aaid 
plaintiff,  as  the  broker  of  and  for  said  plaintiff,  including  in- 
terest to  the  date  of  this  judgment  (and  which  said  money  said 
defendant  converted  to  his  own  use),  and  also  said  sum  of  the 
costs,  &c.,  being  $108.13,  which,  in  the  aggregate,  amounts  to 
the  sura  of  $2,701.37,  and  judgment  is  hereby  rendered  for  the 
said  plaintiff,  Lewis  D.  Stelle,  against  the  said  defendant, 
Charles  S.  Palmer,  for  the  said  sum  of  $2,701.37,  accord- 
ingly, &c.,  &c. 

An  execution  against  the  property  being  returned  unsatis- 
fied, an  execution  against  the  person  has  been  issued,  upon 
which  the  defendant  has  been  taken  and  imprisoned.  That  ex- 
ecution he  now  moves  to*  discharge.  .« 

In  Kendenburg  &  Buys  a.  Morgan  (18  Sow.  Pr.j  469),  Ohief- 
justice  Bosworth  examined  the  subject  very  fully,  and  particu- 
larly the  effect  of  the  288th  section.  The  case  itself  was  of  an 
action  on  promissory  note  by  payee  against  the  maker.  No 
order  of  arrest  has  been  made.  An  execution  on  the  judgment 
against  property  being  returned  unsatisfied,  the  defendant  was 
arrested  on  an  execution  against  his  person,  which  he  moved 
to  set  aftide,  which  motion  was  granted.   The  chief-justice  said : 
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**K  the  record  of  the  recovery  show  a  caase  of  action  estab- 
lished, wbicli  jperse  gives  a  right  to  hold  to  bail,  then  the  exist- 
ence of  such  facts  is  determined  by  the  recbrd  itself.  In  snch 
a  case,  the  decisionl  are  quite  uniform  that  a  ea.  m.  may  be 
israed,  though  no  order  to  hold  to  bail'  had  been  procured.  If 
the  right  to  hold  to  bail  is  wholly  independent  of  the  cause  of 
action,  then,  whether  the  case  be  one  in  which  the  defendant 
might  have  been  arrested,  as  provided  in  sections  179  and  181, 
must  be  determined  before  judgment  by  obtaining  an  order  of 
arrest,  and  on  the  motion  to  vacate  it,  if  the  propriety  of  such 
Older  be  not  submitted  to. 

If  we  analyze  the  complaint,  it  will  appear  that  for  the  pur- 
pose of  a  recovery  of  the  money,  nothing  more  was  necessary 
than  a  statement  of  the  funds  advanced  to  or  deposited  with  the 
defSendant,  and  his  admission  that  the  sum  demanded  remained 
actually  due,  and  that  payment  of  such  sum  had  been  required 
and  refused.  Nothing  in  the  complaint  relating  to  the  fraud- 
ulent practices  which  justified  an  order  of  arrest,  were  neces- 
ssry  in  it. 

The  reasoning  of  Mr.  Justice  Hogeboom,  in  Humphrey  a. 
Brown  (17  Sow.  Pr.,  481),  appears  to  me  deserving  much  con- 
sideration. A  defendant  who  suffers  a  default  may  be  deemed 
to  admit  only  what  is  essential  or  material  to  warrant  a  recov- 
ery. It  does  not  follow  that  because  allegations  of  fraud  are 
unnecessarily  in  the  complaint  (which  perhaps  would  be  stricken 
out  on  motion),  that  he  admits  the  truth  of  such  allegations, 
lliose  allegations,  if  sworn  to,  may  be  the  basis  of  an  order,  un- 
less controverted,  but  do  not  sanction  an  execution  without  an 
order,  after  judgment  by  default.  This  reasoning  is  stronger 
when  applied  to  a  case  like  the  present,  in  which  the  question 
of  a  liability  to  arrest  has  been  once  judicially  passed  upon,  and 
the  defendant  discharged.  The  question  is  a  novel  one,  and  not 
free  from  doubt.  But,  in  my  opinion,  the  defendant  was  justi- 
fied, after  his  discharge,  in  considering  that  all  which  could  be 
regnlarly  tried  upon  the  issues  was  his  liability  for  the  demand. 
As  he  had  no  defence  to  this,  he  was  warranted  in  not  appearing. 

The  execution  must  be  discharged. 
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THE  PEOPLE  AND  TAYLOR  «.  MAf  OR,  Ao.,  OF  K.  Y- 
Supreme  Cowi^  Fi/Nit  Disiriet;  Speeiai  Term^  Jvly^  1860.  , 

OOLLUBIVIB    JuX>GII(KJRT«----M(yn01ff.~~AuTflO]UT7    OF    AtTOBNBT**— 

COUNSBL  TO  THB  OoHFORATIOK. 


On  a  motion  Inade  by  the  Corporation  of  the  city  of  New  York,  or  on  one 
nnder  the  ac^  of  1869  by  the  oomptroUer,  lo  eei  aiicle  a  Jndgmeofe  agaii^at  the 
Corporation,  on  the  gronnd  of  colluelon,  fraud,  and  irregularity,  the  court 
ehould  not  inquire  into  the  merits  of  the  action,  nor  be  influenced  by  cotiaid- 
erinfp  whether  opening  the  judgment  would  result  in  gain  or  in  loss  to  the  de- 
fendants. Sneb  aioAiens  are  founded  on  a  mere  matles  of  right,  resting  oa  the 
existence  of  the  collusion,  fraud>  or  irregularity. 

Although  stipulations  made  by  the  attorney,  pertinent  to  the  matters  intruated 
to  him,  are  binding  upon  the  client,  though  made  without  special  authority ; 
yet  acts  done  onlslde  of  the  matter  oommitted  to  his  charge  are  not  bindiog, — 
e.  ^.,  a  stipulation  not  to  appeal, — and  where  the  attorney  is  unable  to  rqapm^ 
in  damages,  the  court  will  relieve  the  dienti  preserving  the  other  party  Imn 
loss.  The  right  of  appeal  cannot  be  taken  away  without  the  suitor's  consent. 
8o  of  a  stipulajtton  not  to  move  for  a  seoopd  trial»  nnder  the  statute,  in  an  action 
for  lands. 

The  counsel  to  the  Corporation  of  the  xity  of  New  York  has  no  laiger  poweiaR  aa 
such,  to  bind  his  clients,  than  those  connected  with  the  ordinary  relations  ci 
attorney  and  dlent. 

If  a.  Judgment  is  liaeed  upon  the  fiict  that  a  foimev  Judgment  is  condnsive  npeo 
the  parties,  it  should  be  «at  aside  on  motloa  when  tbft  forioer  judgment  \m 
been  set  aside.  * 

Motion  to  set  aside  jadgments. 

These  were  motions  miide  by  the  corporation  couusel,  and  by 
the  comptroller  of  the  city,  proceeding  under  the  Laws  of  1859, 
ch.  489,  §  5,  to  set  aside  three  jadgments  obtained  against  the 
city.  The  first  judgment  was  in  a.  suit  brought^  in  which  the 
People  and  Taylor  &  Brennan  were  plaintiffs,  to  recover  from 
the  city  and  its  lessees  the  possession  of  lands.  The  pro* 
ceedings  in  this  action  are  recounted  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court  The  second  judgment  was  in  an  action  brought  by 
Taylor  to  recover  damages  for  mesne  profits,  he  having  pro- 
cured from  the  commissioners  of  the  land  office  an  extension  of 
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the  lease.    The  third  judgment  was  m  an  aetkm  by  Taylor 
A  Brennan  to  recover  damagee  for  badt  rents  on  the  first 


Wm.  Curita  TTayes  and  John  McKeon^  on  behalf  of  the  oomp> 
troDer;  Chrten/$  C.  BrwMon^  H.  H,  Aftderson^  and  CHXbeH  Becm^ 
on  behalf  of  the  corporation ; — ^for  the  motion. 

Johm,  H.  PlaU  and  J.  W.  Eotmonds,  for  pkdntiflB,  T^jbv  & 
Bfennan ;  Wm.  M.  J^ariBj  ft>r  The  People  ;-^oppo6ed. 

Ikokaham,  J. — The  defendants,  The  Major,  &c.,  of  the  oitj 
of  Kew  York,  moye  to  set  aside  the  judgments  entered  in  these 
cases,  and  all  executions  and  proceedings  thereon,  and  all  pro- 
ceedings in  the  action  No.  1,  after  the  order  of  Justice  Boose- 
relt  of  ISth  July,  1859,  and  all  stipulations  to  refer,  and  subee- 
qnent  proceedings  in  the  other  actions  and  for  other  relief. 

These  motions  come  before  me  in  a  twofold  aspect 

The  comptroller,  under  the  act  of  1859,  moves  to  set  aside 
the  proceedings  upon  the  allegations  of  supposed  collusion  in 
obtaining  the  judgments,  or  that  they  were  founded  in  fraud. 

The  counsel  for  the  Corporation  joins  in  the  application  on 
behalf  of  the  city,  and  asks  to  have  the  proceedings  vacated 
and  set  aside,  not  only  for  the  same  causes  stated  by  the  comp^ 
troller,  but  for  various  other  grounds,  which  will  be  referred  to 
by  me  herein. 

In  the  decision  of  these  motions,  therefore,  it  may  be  necee- 
sary  for  me  to  examine,  not  only  the  supposed  grounds  of  col* 
lasion  and  fraud,  but  the  questions  which  arise  as  to  the  powers 
and  authority  of  the  corporation  counsel,  and  his  proceedings  in 
the  progress  of  these  cases  prior  to  judgment. 

The  course  of  proceeding  in  the  first  action  was  c^tainly  not 
that  of  ordinary  prosecutions,  involving  a  large  amount  of 
property  which  depended  as  to  title  upon  an  examination  uf 
ancient  documents,  and  which  was  claimed  by  both  the  parties 
to  the  controversy  representing  the  State  and  city ;  it  was  not, 
under  ordinary  circumstances,  to  be  expected  that  the  litigation 
woqM  end  without  a  full  examination  before  the  courts  aa  to 
the  matters  in  controversy,  until  finally  settled  by  the  Court  of 
Appeals ;  and  yet  at  the  present  time,  as  the  case  is  now  pre^ 
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sented  to  the  court,  the  defendants  are  concluded  upon  all  the 
matters  which  have  been  raised  in  this  cause,  without  the  op- 
portunity of  review  or  of  a  new  trial  as  allowed  by  law. 

I  propose  to  examine,  first,  the  proceedings  of  the  counsel  as 
resting  upon  the  authority  which  he  possesses  in  repre^nting 
the  city,  and  whether  such  proceedings  and  stipulations  are 
binding  upon  the  Corporation.  Before  doing  so,  however,  I 
will  notice  some  matters  which  have  been  urged  before  me  as 
grounds  for  granting  this  motion. 

On  behalf  of  the  city,  the  corporation  counsel  has  examined 
at  length  the  proceedings  of  the  commissioners  of  the  land  oflSce 
in  granting  the  lease  of  the  premises  originally  to  Taylor  & 
Brennan,  the  lessees,  and  impugning  their  motives,  both  on  ac- 
count of  the  small  amount  of  rent  to  be  paid  and  the  haste  with 
which  this  grant  was  made. 

In  reference  to  that  it  is  sufficient  for  me  to  say,  that  with 
such  proceedings  I  have  nothing  to  do  on  this  motion ;  whether 
the  commissioners  did  or  did  not  honestly  and  faithfully  dis- 
char^  their  duties  is  a  matter  between  them  and  the  State.  If 
the  price  received  by  them  for  the  lease  was  inadequate,  the 
State,  and  not  the  courts,  is  to  call  them  to  account  If  there 
was  any  fraud  in  nuiking  the  grant,  or  if  the  lease  was  void  as 
prohibited  by  law,  or  for  any  other  cause,  such  matters  may  be 
grounds  of  defence  in  the  action,  but  are  not  to  be  examined  in 
these  motions. 

The  State  must  protect  its  own  rights  against  its  own  officers, 
and  it  matters  nothing  to  the  city  of  New  York  in  resisting 
claims  to  this  property,  that  a  lease  has  been  given  to  Taylor  & 
Brennan  by  the  commissioners  for  a  sum  far  below  its  value. 
Such  a  defence  would  form  no  ground  for  their  claim  to  the 
possession  of  the  land,  if  they  could  show  no  title  thereto  better 
than  the  State  had,  and  that  title  was  to  be  examined  and  ascer- 
tained on  the  trial  of  the  cause. 

For  this  reason,  also,  I  do  not  deem  it  within  my  duty,  on  this 
motion,  to  examine  who  had  the  real  title  to  this  property,  or 
whether  the  State  owned  it  or  the  city ;  such  questions  must, 
necessarily,  be  examined  and  decided  in  a  more  formal  and 
deliberate  manner  than  could  be  done  on  the  motion,  and  they 
have  been  examined  and  decided  when  this  cause  was  tried. 
That  decision  should  only  be  reviewed  on  appeal,  if  there  are 
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no  reasons /or  opening  the  jadgments  in  the  other  grounds  upon 
which  this  motion  is  based. 

I  refer,  in  those  remarks,  to  the  suggestions  which  were  made 
More  me  by  most  of  the  counsel,  as  to  the  title  of  the  property 
in  controyersj,  and  the  claims  urged  on  both  sides  as  to  the 
right  of  each  to  hold  the  same. 

It  maj  become  necessary  hereafter  to  inquire  as  to  the  author- 
ity of  the  commissioners  in  other  respects  as  to  matters  involved 
in  this  controversy ;  but  of  that  I  will  not  speak  now. 

These  views,  above  expressed,  also  render  it  proper  for  me  to 
ftdd  that,  in  the  decision  of  these  motions,  I  have  nothing  to  do 
with  the  consequences  of  loss  that  might  follow  to  the  city,  if 
the  judgments  should  be  opened,  or  the  gain  if  the  judgments 
are  suffered  to  stand.  I  have  no  discretion  to  exercise,  and  no 
consideration  of  policy  should  influence  me  in  regard  to  the 
final  results  of  this  litigation.  If  the  judgments  should  be 
opened,  and  the  result  be  a  loss  to  the  city  of  more  land  or 
greater  damages,  the  officers  who  applied  for  the  granting  of 
Uiis  motion,  have  undoubtedly  acted,  and,  I  cannot  doubt,  are 
acting  as  they  deem  best  calculated  to  promote  the  city's 
interest 

These  motions  are  founded  on  a  mere  matter  of  right — ^if  the 
judgments  have  been  coUusively  obtained,  or  if  the  proceed- 
ings by  which  those  judgments  have  been  entered  up  against 
the  city  have  been  irregular  and  without  authority,  the  de- 
fendants can  ask,  as  a  matter  of  right,  to  have  them  vacated 
and  set  aside. 

If  there  has  been  no  such  fraud,  collusion,  or  irregularity  in 
the  proceedings,  it  is  my  duty  to  sustain  them,  whether  I  should 
think  the  title  to  be  defective  or  not ;  or  whether,  in  a  different 
form,  on  a  review  of  the  proceedings  upon  the  trial,  the  same 
could  be  sustained  or  not  Tlie  law  has  provided  a  mode  of 
appeal  on  those  questions,  and  in  my  judgment  they  should  not 
he  examined  in  any  other.  Originally,  the  Corporation  of  the 
city  and  the  tenants  of  the  ground  sought  to  be  recovered,  were 
made  parties  defendant  in  this  action. 

On  demurrer  by  the  defendants  to  the  complaint,  the  com- 
plaint was  sustained,  but  the  justice,  in  his  opinion,  intimated 
that  the  Corporation  was  improperly  made  a  party,  and  that  no 
cause  of  action  existed  against  the  city  Corporation  for  with- 
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heading  the  {^^^nifies  was  stalled  in  the  complaint  (People  a. 
The  Mayor,  (fee,  of  New  York,  28  jBorfc.,  AM ;  S.  C,  more 
fully,  8  AbboiU'  Pr.,  7.) 

Upon  this  decision,  made  in  December,  1868,  an  order  was 
entered  reqairing  all  die  defendantB  to  answer.    . 

In  February  succeeding,  on  a  consent  signed  by  the  eoipora- 
tion  oonnsel  and  the  attcHney  for  th«  plaintiffs,  Taylor  &  Bren- 
nan,  the  action  against  the  dty  was  ^discondnned,  and  an  order 
duly  entered.  The  costs  of  the  defendants,  the  mayor,  &c., 
were  also  paid. 

On  the  9th  February,  the  coonsel  informed  the  mayor  that 
such  discontinuance  had  been  entered. 

After  die  entry  of  this  order,  the  plaintiffs  proceeded  in  the 
cause  against  the  tenants,  and  tod^  a  judgment  against  thrai  b^ 
default  for  the  possession  of  the  premises  and  for  the  recovery 
of  a  large  amoont  ^  damages. 

Upon  the  discontinuance  as  to  the  Corporation  coming  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  mayor,  he  communicated  to  the  Common 
Council  an  application  to  him  from  the  tenants,  asking  to  have 
them  protect  the  tenants  in  their  possession,  and  thereupon  a 
resolution  was  passed  on  the  15th  of  February  directing  the 
corporation  counsel  to  appear  and  defend  the  tenants  in  that 
action,  and  to  take  such  other  measuites  as  would  effectually 
protect  the  interests  <tf  the  city  in  the  said  property  a&d  the  suit 
affecting  the  same. 

After  the  passage  of  this  resolntion  of  the  Common  Council, 
the  corporation  counsel  was  not  substituted  as  attorney  for  the 
tenants  until  the  26th  of  May,  the  day  a&er  the  judgment  had 
been  taken  against  them  by  default. 

In  June  a  motion  was  noticed  to  have  the  judgments  set 
aside,  the  receiver  discharged,  the  possession  restored,  and  the 
funds  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver  paid  over  to  the  Corporation. 
On  this  motion  the  corporation  counsel  appeared,  and  in  July 
Mr.  Justice  Roosevelt  granted  the  motion  setting  aside  all  the 
proceedings,  restoring  the  possession  of  the  property  to  the  city, 
and  ordering  the  receiver  to  account  and  pay  over  all  moneys 
received  by  him  to  the  Coiporation,  This  order  was  entered 
on  18th  July,  but  instead  of  carrying  it  into  effect  a  stipulation 
was  entered  into  in  Sept^nber  ensuing  between  the  'oonnsel  dT 
the  Corporation  and  the  attorney  of  the  plaintiffs^  that  the 
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Corporation  8lioid4  be  reetored  as  defendBtita,  that  an  answer 
^uld  be  pnt  in  forthwith^  that  the  trial  shoald  be  had  at  the 
then  circuit,  if  poaeibk,  and  consenting  to  have  the  cause 
noticed  without  ifisne. 

The  stipalation  abo  restoTed  the  receiv^N^ship,  left  the  moneys 
itt  his  hand8|'  to  abide  the  final  determiBation  of  the  case,  and 
made  all  orders  theretofore  entered,  to  conform  thereto.  It  also 
contained  admissions  scfrionsly  allbcting  the  rights  of  the  Gorpo* 
latioo. 

Within  a  day  .or  two  thereafter,  the  case  was  tried  before 
Judge  Potter,  and  a  yerdict  rendered  for  the  plaintiffs. 

An  appeal  was  ti^n  by  the  attorneys  for  plaintiffs  and  for 
&t  defendanta,*  «nd  on  the  &th  Kovembar  the  corporation 
counsel  agreed  to  withdraw  his  appeal,  on  the  plaintiffs'  coun- 
sel stipnlating  to  do  the  same,  and  both  agreed  not  to  appeal  or 
apply  for  a  new  trial  within  the  time  allowed  by  law,  which 
sdpalation  was  earned  into  effect  by  the  withdrawal  of  the  ap^ 
peal  on  behalf  of  &e  defendants  on  the  81st  of  Dec^nber,  1859. 

The  questions  which  arise  on  this  branch  <^  the  motion  are 
in  r^ard  to  the  validity  of  these  stipulations,  and  the  authority 
of  the  attorney  to  make  them. 

Under  ordinary  cirouimsta&ces,  the  authcuity  of  an  attorney 
18  limited  to  his  employment.  He  is  authorized  by  his  client  to 
do  any  thing  necessary  te  the  proper  mans^ment  of  the  action 
iBtmsted  to  him,  whetheir  its  prosecution  or  d^ence. 

He  may  agreie  to  «  reference,  and  it  has  been  held  in  eome 
cases  that  be  nay  even  consent  to  an  arbitration.  (Holbert  eC 
oL  a.  Parker,  7  Orthnoh^  436 ;  Oorham  a,  Gble,  7  Cow.^  744 ; 
Smith  a.  Troup,  7  C.  B.,  757 ;  Faveatt  a.  East  Eaiiway  Go.,  6 
Dmd.  dk  Z.,  54).  It  was  formerly  held  tibat  an  appearance  by 
tti  attorney  for  a  party  without  authority  was  good,  leaving 
the  party  to  his  remedy  against  the  attonney  for  his  damages. 
(Denton  a.  Nbyes,  6  J.  S,y  996.)  But  that  rule  was  long  ago 
modified  so  as  to  give  relief  to  the  patty,  if  the  attorney  was 
not  Mly  able  to  respond  in  damages.  And  in  Denton  a.  Noyes, 
Ch.  J.  Kent  said,  he  was  willing  to  go  free  then,  and  in  every 
sach  case,  to  let  the  defendant  in  to  a  defence. 

h  Meachum  €U  I>udly  (6  Wmd.f  &14),  the  rule  was  settled 
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that  the  court  would  relieve  a  party  if  his  attorney  was  not 
sponsible ;  and  if  he  was  able  to  compensate  in  damages,  the 
rule  still  remained.  (Adams  a.  Gilbert,  9  Wend.^  499 ;  Camp- 
bell a.  Bristol,  19  Wend.y  101.)  Later  than  these  cases,  a  atill 
greater  disposition  has  prevailed  among  the  judges  to  relieve 
a  party  from  the  unauthorized  acts  of  the  attorney.  In  the 
English  courts  these  views  as  to  relieving  parties  now  prevail. 

In  Bagly  a.  Buckland  (5  Dowl.  dk  Z.,  115),  the  court  say : 
"  We  are  disposed  to  lay  down  a  different  rule,  and  to  confine 
the  liability  of  the  defendant  to  cases  in  which  the  course  of 
proceedings  had  given  him  notice  of  the  action.  If  the  plain- 
tiff, without  serving  the  defendant  with  process,  accepts  the  ap- 
pearance of  an  unauthorized  attorney  for  the  defendant,  he  is 
not  wholly  free  from  the  imputation  of  negligence,  for  the  law 
requires  him  to  give  notice  to  the  defendant  by  serving  the  writ, 
and  he  has  not  done  so." 

But  while  the  attorney  has  all  the  authority  necessary  for  the 
conduct  and  management  of  the  action,  and  for  the  collection 
of  the  debt,  if  any,  his  powers  go  no  further.    He  has  no  fur- 
ther or  greater  authority,  even  if  he  thinks  it,  for  the  benefit  of 
his  client    Thus,  he  cannot  bind  his  client  to  an  appeal-bond, 
although  he  thinks  it  for  his  client's  interest  to  appeal.    (jEb 
parte  Holbrook,  5  Cow.^  35.)    He  has  no  right  to  make  a  com- 
promise for  his  client.    (Holber  et  al,  a,  Parker,  7  OranoK  486 ; 
Nozan  a.  Jackson,  16  lU.  R.^  472.)    He  cannot  release  the  in- 
terest of  a  witness  on  the  trial.    (Murray  a.  House,  11  J.  R.^ 
464.)    He  cannot  discharge  the  debt  for  a  less  sum  than  the 
amount  recovered.    (Lane  a,  Gamage,  1  Pick.y  847 ;  Crump  a. 
Challis,  6  Dowl.  dk  Z.,  48.)    He  cannot  compromise  and  dis- 
continue a  suit  brought  for  land  of  his  clients,  in  consideratiou 
of  a  conveyance  of  parts  to  him.    (Filly  tf.  Miller,  25  Perm.  8. 
R,^  264.)    He  cannot  purchase  land  sold  under  an  execution 
issued  in  the  cause  for  the  benefit  of  and  as  trustee  for  his 
client    (Beardsley  a.  Boot,  11  J.  i?.,  464.)    He  has  no  author- 
ity to  discharge  the  defendant  on  an  execution  without  receiving 
payment.    (Simonton  a.  Banell,  21  Wend.y  862.) 

In  Terhune  v.  Colton  (2  Stockton  i?.,  21),  the  chancellor  of 
New  Jersey  says :  ^  I  think  that  the  solicitor  had  not  the  power 
to  enter  into  an  agreement  by  which  the  lien  of  his  client  was 
postponed  to  a  subsequent  incumbrance.    The  authorities  are 
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nmneroos  and  very  uniform  against  the  authority  of  an  attor- 
ney to  enter  into  any  agreement  of  this  kind,  without  being  au- 
thorised." (See  also  Williams  a.  Smith,  1  Dowl.  Pr.  Cas.j  682 ; 
Hubbard  a.  Phillips,  13  M.  A  TT.,  708.) 

In  Howe  a.  Lawrence  (2  Zabr.  {N,  J.)  i?.,  29),  it  was  held, 
that  such  an  agreement,  made  by  an  attorney  or  counsel,  of 
matters  not  necessarily  connected  with  tl\e  conducting  of  the 
ease,  would  not  be  sustained. 

The  stipulations  in  that  case  were  somewhat  of  the  same  char- 
leter  as  these  in  this  case,  excepting  that  the  intent  was  to  al- 
low another  trial  instead  of  preventing  any  review  by  the  higher 
court. 

The  chief  justice,  in  describing  the  stipulation,  says  :  ^^  The 
stipulations  were  that  all  necessary  papers  should  be  filed  out 
of  time,  that  all  irregularities  in  the  steps  taken  'should  be 
waived,  that  the  same  judgment  should  be  entered  in  the  cases 
as  were  entered  in  that,"  and  other  provisions  were  made  after 
judgment  was  entered ;  and  in  expressing  his  opinion  on  the 
validity  of  the  stipulation,  he  says :  ^'  The  stipulation  to  waive 
die  judgment  was  not  an  agreement  for  the  conduct  of  the 
eanse,  it  was  a  deliberate  surrender  of  his  client's  rights,  a  sur- 
render which  I  conceive  the  counsel  had  no  power  to  make,  and 
which,  if  he  had  the  power,  justice  would  never  permit  to  be 
enforced.  *  *  *  Either  the  f^reement  must  have  been  entei^d 
into  by  the  counsel  of  the  defendant  under  some  misapprehen- 
sion of  its  character,  in  which  event  it  is  not  his  agreement,  or 
it  must  have  been  founded  on  some  corrupt  consideration,  in 
which  event  it  is  utterly  void.  The  high  character  of  the  coun- 
sel forbids  the  imputation  of  fraud  or  corruption.  The  alterna- 
tive remains  that  the  agreement  was  entered  into  under  some 
mistake  or  misapprehension,  and  ought  not  to  be  enforced  by 
the  courts." 

In  nke  a.  Emerson  (5  N.  H.  JS.j  803),  a  contrary  opinion 
seems  to  have  been  entertained  as  to  the  right  of  the  attorney 
to  stipulate  not  to  bring  an  appeal,  and  the  court  held  that 
▼hile  such  a  stipulation  existed,  they  would  grant  a  motion  to 
dismiss  the  appeal. 

Bnt  on  examination  of  that  case,  it  appears  that  the  effect  of 
that  decision  was  that  the  party  must  first  jmove  to  set  aside  the 
stipulation  if  there  was  any  i-eason  why  it  should  not  be  held 
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.TaUd,  before  1)6  could  bring  the  appeal.  The  judge  says  :  *'  The 
court  has  the  power,  without  doubt,  in  case  of  fraud  or  mistake, 
to  relieve  a  party  from  the  effects  of  such  an  agreement,  but 
while  the  agreement  remains  auimpeached,  ho  appeal  can  be 
prosecuted." 

'Bke  rule  oonfirmiag  relief  to  the  client  only  to  oases  of  the 
insolvency  of  the  attorney,  has  nearly,  if  not  entirely,  beoome 
obsolete,  and  the  rule  adopted  to  give  relief  to  the  party  where 
the  act  was  unauthorised.  In  Sharpe  a.  The  Mayor,  &c..  Jus- 
tice MuUin  says :  "  The  recent,  and,  in  my  oinnion,  the  more 
just  practice  is,  for  the  court  to  relieve  the  client,  without  Tef&> 
ence  to  the  responsibility  of  the  attorney,  where  a  proper  case 
for  granting  relief  is  established.  There  is  no  justice  in  per- 
mitting one  party  to  obtain  an  undue  advantage  over  another  . 
through  the  neglect  or  misconduct  of  that  other's  attorney. 
Courts  of  law  are  not  to  be  used  by  parties  in  perfeothig, 
through  the  forms  of  law,  the  ruin  of  a  party  who  has  employed 
a  negligent  or  unworthy  attorney." 

And  in  1  New  York  C9i.  R  (664),  it  is  said :  "The  law  will 
not  permit  an  attorney,  through  that  relation,  to  make  a  oon>- 
tract  relative  to  the  property  in  litigation,  to  the  disadvafltage 
of  bis  client" 

From  these,  and  other  cases  which  might  be  cited,  it  eaa 
easily  be  seen  what  the  duty  and  authority  of  the  attorney  i& 
He  is  vested  with  -all  necessary  power  and  authority  for  the 
•management  of  the  case  intrusted  to  him,  a^d  for  carrying  mto 
effect  the  orders  and  judgments  of  the  court.  If  he  enters  into 
stipulations  pertinent  to  the  matter  intrusted  to  him,  he  <»n 
thereby  bind  his  client  If,  in  such  matters,  he  acts  without 
apecial  authority,  the  court  will  still  enforce  his  acts  against  his 
client  in  the  particular  business  of  his  employipent  I£^  in  so 
doing,  his  client  is  seriously  damaged,  and  he  is  unable  to  re- 
spond in  damages,  the  court  wUl  relieve  the  party  injured,  pre- 
serving the  other  party  from  loss.* 


^  The  authority  of  the  ttfetoi^ej  in  «  o$iue  has  heen  delned  as  foUows : 
In  general,  the  attorney  on  record  is  authorised  by  his  retainer  to  do  sntili 
things  as  pertain  to  the  prosecution  <i  a  suit  to  final  Judgment  and  execution, 
and  to  receive  the  money  for  trhich  such  Judgpnent  is  recovered,  especially,  if  re- 
ceived within  the  time  in  whldi  he  might  regularly  Issue  execution ;  and  upon 
4h»  receipt  of  the  aicney,  to  Asdiaige  the  pftrtj,  and  anloiowledge  aatiBftujIioa  of 
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Bat  hk  acts  done  ontaide  of  the  matter  committed  to  bis 
chsxgd  are  not  bindiDg ;  and  when  he  undertakes  to  bind  hia 
client,  by  stipnlating  as  to  mattera  noteonnected  with  the  action, 
sach  agreementa  are  not  binding.    In  the  preaent  caae,  it  can 


tlw  jadgment.  [Citing  2  Ber.  Stat,  868,  §25;  10  Johna..  220;  8  lb.,  862;  6 
Ib^  53 ;  11  lb,,  464 ;  7  Cow.,  789.]  (Stewart  a.  Biddleoun,  2  JV;  T.  (2  Omd,),  108.) 

Under  ttie  geneml  authority  of  aa  attorney,  be  may  ducontinue  the  cause.  H1& 
geneial  power  doea  not  extend  to  a  rttraxit  pt  releaae,  but  tbia  is  because  tbey  re- 
k(e  to  the  cause  of  action  itself,  not  merely  to  the  remedy.  Bpt  he  may  do  all 
ordinsiy  acts  ki  the  prosecution  of  the  suit,  or  in  $he  final  difliNxition  of  it.  (Ai- 
prma,  1826,  GaUlard  a.  Snust,  6  Ow.,  888.)  . 

The  general  retainer  of  a  solicitor  in  chanoeiy  as  such,  gives  him  no  authority 
to  employ  ooonsel  for  his  client  at  counsel  fees  beyond  the  allowances  fixed  by 
the  fee-bill.    (CWncwy,  1886,  Matter  of  BleaiOey,  6  Paigi,  811.) 

An  attorney  cannot  recover  of  his  client  fees  of  counsel  sssociated  with  him, 
vithout  proving  that  lie  employed  audi  counsel  at  the  cMent's  r^uest,  or  with  his 
■action  paid  such  fees.   (A:  K  Om.  Pl^  1855,  Cook  a.  Bitter,4JEl  D.  Smiih,  258.) 

CouBflel  cannot  settle  a  suit  and  conclude  the  client  in  relation  to  the  subject  in 
litigation  without  speoial  authority.  (Bv^rtm  OL,  Sp.  T.,  1846,  Shaw  «.  Kidder,  2 
Mm.  Ft.,  244.) 

A  dient  has  no  right  to  control  his  attorney  in  the  due  and  orderly  conduct  of 
the  rait.  Where  the  case  is  of  such  a  nature  as  that  there  can  be  no  doubt  in  the 
mind  of  the  atlon^,  that  according  to  the  settled  rules  of  practice,  the  default 
will  be  opened  by  the  court  on  the  usual  terms,  it  is  his  duty.,  when  applied  to 
fer  that  purpoaei  to  open  the  default,  any  directions  of  his  client  notwithstanding, 
t&d  not  compel  the  party  to  apply  to  the  court.  (S^prsme  Ct.,  1828,  Anon.,  1 
r«i..l08.) 

Attorney's  motion  to  open  default  denied,  on  the  ground  that  defendant  had 
Mkt  to  him  written  iaatructions  not  to  make  the  motion.  (Derickson  a.  McCar- 
dk,  2  Bou.  Pr^  188.) 

A  verbal  authority  to  an  attorney  to  appear  in  a  cause,  is  not  authority  to  re- 
letce  the  interest  of  a  witness.  {Supreme  Ci,,  1814,  Murray  a.  House,  11  Johm.,  464.) 

A  counsel  on  the  trial  of  a  caiise  has  not  authority,  as  such,  to  execute  a  release 
of  a  witness,  in  the  name  and  as  the  attorney  of  the  party ;  the  latter  being  ab- 
lent    (Si^rwmeCt.,  1849,  Bowne  a.  Hyde,  6  Barb.,  8Q2.) 

The  attorney  of  the  plaintiff  in  an  execution  has  authority  to  direct  the  deputy 
■heriff  in  his  proceedings,  and  may  authorise  a  departure  from  the  regular  and 
ordinary  course.  (Supreme  a.,  1842,  Corning  a.  Southland,  8  MM,  552.  And  see 
Gorham  a.  Oale,  7  Omp.,  789.)  But,  U  mm  that  it  is  not  a  part  of  the  duty  of  the 
attorney  of  an  execution-oredUtor,  as  suoh  attorney,  to  direct  the  sheriff  in  the  dis- 
charge of  his  duty  under  the  execution.  (Bay  a.  Birdseye,  5  Dm.,  619 ;  Affirming 
S.C.,4£iZ{,  158.) 

The  attorney  to  the  plaintiff  in  a  suit  has  no  authority,  from  his  general  char- 
acter as  attorney,  to  discharge  the  defendant  from  execution  on  a  ea.  la..,  until  the 
money  is  paid.^  An  attorney's  authority  determines  with  the  judgment,  or  at 
l«ttt  with  the  isaning  of  the  execution  within  the  year,  (^jwvme  O.,  1811,  Jack- 
Mn  c  Bartlett,  8  Joku.,  861 ;  approved  and  followed,  1818,  Kellogg  a.  Qilbert, 
10  lb.,  220 ;  S.  P.,  Simonton  a.  Barrell,  21  Wmd.,  862.) 
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hardly  be  necesfiarj  to  ask  for  evidence  that  the  attorney  canDot 
respond  in  damages  to  the  city,  if  the  result  of  these  stipulations 
should  deprive  the  city  of  its  property. 
The  value  of  the  property  is  estimated  at  millions,  and  no 

The  ordinary  aathority  of  an  attorney,  in  proeecnting  a  demand,  does  not  »u 
ihoriae  him  to  bid,  or  to  direct  another  person  to  bid,  in  the  name  of  his  client, 
at  the  sale  on  an  ezecation.    (St^tm  a.,  1814,  Bearddey  «.  Root,  11  Jbktu. ,  464 ; 
1826,  Hawley  a.  Cramer,  4  Ow.,  717  f  1847,  AveriU  «.  WiUiams,  4  Dm.,  295.) 

In  analogy  to  hie  authority  to  pursue  the  appropriate  prooeasee  by  execution, 
to  enforce  the  collection  of  tiie  demand,  as  they  existed  prior  to  the  noo-imprie- 
onment  act  of  1881,  an  attorney,  under  his  retainer  to  collect  a  demand,  Is  now 
auth<xiaed  to  demand  from  the  debtor  an' assignment  of  his  choees  in  action,  and, 
on  refusal,  to  institute  proceedings  under  the  non-imprisonment  act  of  1881.  [20 
Pick.,  68.]    (a  qf  AppeaU,  1848,  Steward  a.  Biddlecum,  2  y.  F.  (2  Oomd.),  108.) 

As  between  plaintiff  and  defendant,  the  attorney's  authority,  under  »  general 
retainer,  does  not  allow  him  to  satisfy  the  Judgment,  except  upon  actual  payment 
in  mdney  of  the  full  amount.  {Siqnwie  €H,,  1868,  Lewis  a.  Woodruff,  16  Mnv.  Fr,, 
689 ;  and  see  Benedict  a.  Smith,  10  Paigt,  126.) 

The  authority  of  an  attorney  employed  to  defend  a  suit  remoyed  by  certiorari 
from  a  justice's  court  to  the  Common  Pleas,  does  not  empower  him  to  bring  a 
suit  on  behalf  of  his  clieiit  against  the  obligors  in  the  bond  given  upon  obtaining 
the  certiorari.  As  a  general  rule,  the  authority  of  an  attorney  continues  until 
final  Judgment  is  perfected,  and  no  longer.  (iS^preme  Ok.,  1848,  Walradt  s.  May- 
nard,  8  Barh.,  684.) 

That  the  plaintiff's  attorney  has  no  authority  to  receive  payment  of  the  Judg- 
ment after  two  yean  have  expired  since  it  was  rendered.  (Chautanque  Co.  Bank 
4L  Bisley,  4  Den.,  480.) 

An  attorney  ceases  to  be  such  on  the  death  of  the  client.  He  is  in  no  sense  the 
attorney  of  the  successors  in  Interest.  {Svgprtme  Ot,  1862,  Putnam  a.  Van  Buren,  7 
Horn,  Pr,,  81 ;  and  see  Beach  a.  Gregory,  2  AhhotU'  Pr^  208  ;  affirmed,  8  A.,  78  ; 
a  C,  fii6.  nam.  Beach  a.  Baymond,  I  JSKtt.,  201 ;  Balbi «.  Duvet,  8  Edw.,  41&) 

After  the  death  of  plaintiff  In  a  Judgment,  and  after  the  expiration  of  five  years 
from  .the  recovery  of  the  Judgment,  a  motion  was  made  on  behalf  of  plaintiff  for 
leave  to  issue  execution.  The  notice  of  motion  and  affidavits  were  entitled  In  the 
original  cause,  and  the  notice  was  signed  "  W.,  attfforpTf."  There  was  no 
suggestion  of  plaintiff's  deoSase,  but  all  the  proceedings  were  In  her  name,  and 
purported  to  be  on  her  authority,  llie  motion  was  granted,  execution  was  issaed, 
and  property  sold,  by  direction  of  plaintiff's  executor. 

BMf  that  the  execution  was  no  protection  to  the  executor.  W.  had  no  au- 
thority to  act  as  attorney  of  the  plaintiff!.  A  deceased  person  can  have  no  attor- 
ney. The  notice  of  motion  signed  by  liim  had  no  eiiBct,  and  must  be  regarded  at 
if  unsigned  by  any  one.  It  imposed  on  the  defendant  no  obligation  to  af^pear 
and  answer  the  motion.  Tbe  order,  therefore,  was  vmd,  and  the  execution  also, 
for  the  reason  that  the  plaintiff  in  the  judgment  was  dead.  (Suprtme  CL,  1866, 
Bellinger  a.  Ford,  21  Barb.,  811.)  • 

Hie  authority  of  the  attorney  is  not  terminated,  in  the  case  of  Judgment  pass- 
ing against  his  client,  until  the  actual  entry  of  Judgment  upon  the  roU.  (S^preiM 
a,  1841,  Lusk  «.  Hastings,  1 JSB,  666.) 
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client  Bhonld  be  req9ired  to  seek  for  redress  to  such  an  extent 
Bolelj  against  his  attorney,  but  should  be  relieved  by  the  conrt 
from  the  danger  of  loss,  so  far  as  to  protect  his  rights  in  the 
action. 

In  this  case  the  attorney  is  the  corporation  counsel,  elected 
by  die  people,  and  intrusted,  by  statute,  with  the  management 
of  the  legal  business  of  the  city ;  and  the  inquiry  is  pertinent 
to  this  case,  whether  he  has  any  larger  powers  and  authority  as 
Rich  to  bind  his  clients,  than  those  connected  witli  the  ordinary 
telations  of  attorney  and  counsel. 

By  the  Amended  Charter  of  the  City  Laws  of  1857,  ch.  446, 
EQb.  26,  the  Law  Department  is  organized,  having  charge  of 
tDd  conducting  ay  the  law  business  of  the  Corporation,  and  of 
the  departments,  tiiereof,  and  all  other  law  business  in  which 
the  dty  is  interested,  where  so  ordered  by  the  Corporation. 

And  by  the  Corporation  ordinance,  organizing  this  depart* 
meat  (184,  sub.  9),  it  is  provided  that  he  shall  prosecute  and 
defend  all  actions  which  may  be  brought  by  and  against  them, 
Ac 

In  neither  the  charter  nor  ordinances  is  any  power  given 
other  than  the  charge  and  conducting  of  actions. 

lliey  give  him  no  right  to  assume  the  control  of  the  property 
or  int^^ts  of  the  city  beyond  that  which  belongs  to  any  attor- 
ney or  counsel  in  the  ordinary  management  of  suits. 

The  permanency  of  the  office  makes  no  addition  to  the  pow- 
&^  88  attorney  or  Counsel. 

I  am  at  a  loss  to  see  any  authority  by  which,  without  pro- 
cess, and  without  direction  from  the  Corporation,  he  can  make 

Under  a  general  authoiitj  to  collect  a  note,  an  attorney  has  authority  to  receive 
t  payment  of  part  in  money,  and  the  residue  in  a  note  at  two  or  three  days,  of  a 
penoQ  of  undonbted'respoiisiUlity.  \St^reme  Cl,,  1849,  liTingston  a.  Badclilf,  6 

Where  a  ■oUdtor  is  employed  to  procure  an  a«ignment  of  a  bond  and  mort- 
gige,  or  to  invest  money  on  such  security,  or  to  receive  in^terest  accruing  on  it, 
thk  does  not  involve  a  power  to  receive  the  principal.  The  debtor  is  authorised 
to  infer  a  power  to  receiv«  the  principal,  when  the  solicitor  has  posaeflsion  of  the 
■scuities,  but  not  when  they  are  retained  by  the  client.  But  to  protect  himself 
OB  this  ground,  in  making  payment  to  the  solicitor,  he  must  show  that  the  solid- 
tor  iisd  the  securities  at  the  very  time  when  the  particular  payment  was  made. 
(i.  V.  Ckm,  a,  1846»  Williams  «.  Walker,  2  Sanelf.  O.,  826;  &  C,  8  M  F.  L^. 
Ob.  204.) 
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tiiem  parties  ta  suits,  either  aa  plaintiffs  or  defenclantB^  or  by 
which  he  can  deprive  them  of  rights  vested  ifi  them  bj^ 
statute. 

The  right  of  appeal  is  given  by  law  to  suitors,  and  that  lig^ht 
cannot,  in  my  jn^^pment,  \^  taken  away  without  tlieir  eonsent. 
It  is  not  for  him  to  judge  aa  to  their  interest  in  submitting^-  %o  a 
decision  against  them^  The  Oomm<m  Conaoil,  ae  the  le^ela- 
tnre  for  the  city,  has  ajlone  the.  right  to  decide  whether  they 
will  submit  to  a  decision  againat  them  which  takes  from  them 
a  large  amount  of  property ;  and  when  tbe  counsel  undertook: 
to  decide  for  them,  he  exceeded  his  powers,  and  made  a  Btipu- 
lation  into  which  he  had  ao  right  to  enter. 

The  same  remarks  apply  to  the  stipulation  jiot  to  move  for  a 
second  trial,  as  provided  by  the  statute  in  actions  to  recover 
possession  of  land.  In  this  respect,  also,  he  exceeded  hia  pow- 
ers, a&d  this  stipulation  waa  without  authority. 

Throu^iout  the  whole  argument  of  this  motion,  the  acta  of 
the  counsel^  of  the  mayor,  and  of  the  eomptroUer,  have  been 
referred  to  by  one  or  other  of  the  counsel,  as  if  their  acts  bound 
the  city,  and  made  the  Corporation  liable  for  such  acts  and  for 
their  admissions  iu  matters  not  specially  intrusted  to  them  by 
law.  I  know  of  no  such  authority  vested  in  either  of  these 
officers.  In  the  discharge  of  the  duties  belonging  to  their  de- 
partments, they  have  authority  to  act ;  but  neither  of  them  haa 
tbe  power  to  bring  actions  wiUiout  authority,  to  dispose  of  the 
property  or  rights  of  the  Corporation  without  authority,  or  to 
make  admissions  to  bind  such  Corporation,  any  more>  than 
other  persons  iu  the  employ  of  the  city  government. 

It  would  be  almost  impossible  to  form  a  correct  idea  of  the 
consequences,  if  it  were  ever  established  that  any  head  of  a  de- 
partment had  the  power,  without  tlie  authority  of  the  ConuQon 
Council,  to  dispose  of  city  rights  and  property  either  directly 
or  indirectly ;  and  if  the  head  of  the  law  department  can,  at 
his  pleasure,  make  the  Corporation  a  party  to  suits,  and,  when 
a  large  recovery  is  had  against  the  city,  can  stipulate  that  the 
city  shall  not  have  any  means  of  review  or  redress,  he  would 
possess  an  absolute  control  over  the  city  property  far  beyond 
that  possessed  even  by  the  Common  Council. 

It  appears  to  me  tliat  he  possesses  no  sudi  powdr,  and  tbe 
stipulations  were  unauthorized  and  cannot  be  sustained. 
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Nor  eaa  it  be  aaid  that  tlie  plaintifb  have  beea  znialed  by 
anj  Buch  stipalatioDB.  Thej  acted  with  fall  knowledge  of  the 
&ct8.  It  was  by  tiieir  act  tiie  Cofporatioii  oeased  to  be  defend- 
ants ;  and  when  the  stipulationa  were  entered  mto,  they  knew^ 
or  weie  bound  to  know,  that  they  were  not  necessary  in  the 
ooodocting  o£  the  aolioD,  and  were  not  within  the  authority 
oonfened  by  law  oft  the  cooaaeL 

Whatever  might  be  the  mle^if  the:  opposite  eoonsel  supposed 
the  defendants'  eounsel  had  authority  to  make  such  stipulations, 
no  esse  can  be  found  where,  acting  with  knowledge  that  such 
authority  did  not  exist,  or  had  not  been  eonfevred  by  the  party> 
afiy  court  haa  ever  uplseld  sach  stipulations. 

Other  considerations  might  be  stated  why  these  proceedings, 
by  way  of  stipulation,  should  not  be  upheld,  so  as  to  deprive 
the  dcdSmdanta  of  any  rights,  by  way  of  aj^peal  or  new  trial,  to 
which  they,  would  otherwise  be  entitled* 

From  the  affidavitof  Warburton,  it  is  evident  that  Mr.  Jus- 
tiee  Potter,  throughout,  acted  on  the  snppoeition  that  all  the 
questions  of  law  in  the  case  were  to  be  reviewed  by  the  court. 

When  the  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint  waa  made,  he  de- 
nied it,  and  said :  *^  It  ia  hardly  to  be  expected  that  a  justice  at 
dreait  should  property  dispose  of  questions  involving  such  im- 
portBDce.  I  think  the  court  can  best  discharge  its  duty  by  so 
tiyiog  the  case  as  to  leave  every  question  in  sndi  a  condition 
as  to  have  it  reviewed  before  another  oourt" 

And  when  the  defendanta'  counsel  was  submitting  to  the  jury 
their  view  aa  to  the  title  to  the  properly.  Justice  Potter  stopped 
him,  saying :  "  You  may  be  entirely  right,  but  I  have  not 
deemed  it  so  important,  except  for  the  purpose  of  getting  the 
facts  before  the  jury,  which  way  this  court  shall  rule  the  que^ 
tieesoflaw." 

And,  in  regard  to  the  summing  up,  when  the  counsel  wem 
limited  to  an  hour  each,  Mr.  Justice  Potter  said :  '^  The  £acts 
are  very  limited  to  go  to  the  jury.  The  main  question  will  b^ 
for  the  present  disposed  of  by  the  court,  with  the  expectation 
that  this  is  only  a  preliminary  step  to  a  final  decision  of  the 
case." 

The  judge,  in  his  charge  to  the  jury,  repeated  these  sug^^ea- 
tioBB,  and  told  the  jury  that  the  ^'  trial  was  an  incipient  step^ 
for  the  purpose  of  having  this  action  breught  to  the  highest 
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court,  BO  that  all  the  qneetionB  to  be  disposed  of  may  be  decided 
by  the  court  of  review." 

From  these  statements,  made  by  the  learned  justice  before 
whom  the  cause  was  tried,  it  is  apparent  throughout  that  be 
kept  constantly  in  view  the  re-examination  of  the  case  in  a 
higher  court,  and  that  his  rulings  were  rather  in  such  a  manner 
as  would  permit  that  court  to  decide  the  case  finally,  than  ^th 
a  view  to  its  being  terminated  before  him. 

Of  that  right  the  defendants  have  been  deprived  bjr  the  stip- 
ulations, and  they  are  thus  concluded  in  a  case  where  the  conrt 
never  ruled  as  to  what  was  considered  the  strict  rules  of  law, 
but  in  such  a  way  as  to  get  all  the  facts  in  evidence,  leaving  to 
the  court  above  to  correct  any  errors  of  law  which  might  bave 
been  occasioned  thereby. 

Under  such  circumstances,  I  think  no  court  would  be  war- 
ranted in  holding  the  stipulations  binding. 

Much  stress  yjas  placed  upon  the  supposed  compliance  with 
the  opinions  expressed  by  the  judges  at  different  times,  in  this 
case,  as  warranting  these  stipulations. 

The  decision  of  Mr.  Justice  Sutherland  did  undoubtedly  eaj 
that  the  city  and  the  tenants  ought  not  to  have  been  made 
jointly  defendants.  (17  ffaw,  Pr.^  66  \  S.*  C,  more  fully  re- 
ported, 8  AhbotUf  Pr,^  7.)  In  compliance  with  that  decision, 
the  plaintiff  applied  to  dismiss  the  action,  as  to  the  city,  and 
paid  their  costs.  Of  this  order  entered  by  the  plaintiffs  no 
complaint  is  made.  But  that  same  opinion  as  clearly  stated 
that  no  damages  could  be  recovered  in  that  action  against  the 
city,  and  yet  the  stipulation  afterwards  made  admitted  such 
liability.  So,  in  the  opinion  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Roose- 
velt, he  stated  that  the  city  had  been  improperly  stricken  out 
^  defendants,  for  want  of  the  consent  of  the  attorney-general. 
But  Justice  Boosevelt  probably  overlooked  the  authority  of  the 
attorney-general  to  Mr.  Van  Bnren  to  appear  for  the  State,  and 
the  statement  of  the  attorney-general,  which  was  among  the 
papers,  that  although  the  action  was  not  commenced  by  his* 
authority,  Mr.  Van  Buren  had  acted,  and  that  he  had  discon- 
tinued the  action  against  the  city.  So  far  as  the  attorney- 
general  was  connected  with  the  proceeding,  this  letter  pre- 
sented sufficient  evidence  of  all  the  assent  on  the  part  of  the^ 
attorney-general  which  he  could  give,  and  his  assent  to  the 
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ntification  of  the  act  might  be  implied  from  the  Btatements  bo 
mide  by  him.  It  was  probably  these  facts  that  led  to  the 
omissioii  in  the  order,  as  finally  settled  by  the  jndge,  of  every 
thing  requiring  the  Corporation  to  be  made  a  party.  Ko  such 
order  having  been  made  by  him,  the  city  was  not  properly  a 
partj.  Nor  could  it,  with  propriety,  have  been  made  a  party 
in  IDT  other  way  than  setting  aside  the  proceedings  by  which 
the  Corporation  was  discharged,  as  defendants,  and  ordering 
them  to  demur.  Ko  such  order  was  made  by  the  judge,  and  I 
sm  forced  to  the  conclusion  that  the  act  of  the  counsel,  in  stip- 
ulating to  pnt  them  in  as  defendants,  was  unauthorized,  and 
ciimot  be  snatained. 

Nor  can  I  think  that  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Boosevelt, 
that  the  ci^  should  have  remained  defendants,  was  the  con* 
tioUing  motive  for  their  restoration  as  defendants,  when  the 
same  stipulation  abandoned  ev^ry  thing  which  he  had  ordered 
to  be  done,  and  left  the  property  and  funds  under  the  control 
and  possession  of  the  receiver,  in  direct  violation  of  the  order 
he  had  made  in  relation  thereto. 

My  conclusions,  therefore,  are,  that  both  stipulations  are  void, 
and  must  be  set  aside ;  that  the  Oorporadon  were  improperly 
made  defendants  after  the  order  dismissing  theni  had  been  en- 
tered, and  that  all  subsequent  proceedings  against  them  are 
irregular,  and  must  be  set  aside. 

From  the  conclusions  that  I  have  arrived  at  upon  this  branch 
(i  the  case,  it  is  not  necessary  that  I  should  examine  very 
minutely  the  grounds  on  which  the  comptroller's  motion  alone 
▼oold  rest,  viz.,  collusion  or  fraud  in  the  claim  on  which  the 
judgment  is  founded.  I  think  it  proper  to  say  there  is  no  di- 
rect evidence  of  either.  If  there  is  any  such  collusion,  it  can 
only  be  inferred  from  the  proceedings  after  the  decision  of  Judge 
Boosevelt.  .  That  those  proceedings  were  strange  and  unusual 
when  so  large  interests  were  involved,  that  the  stipulations 
ooght  not  to  have  been  made,  that  it  was  unwise  to  consent  to 
pot  in  an  answer  for  the  city  and  go  to  trial  wiliiin  two  days, 
and  immediately  after  the  counsel  who  had  been  employed  in 
the  cause  for  a  long  time  previously  were  discharged  and  new 
oonnael  employed,  without  notice,  and  without  preparation,  is 
^  apparent  It  would  equally  need  explanation  to  show 
whj  a  consent  was  given  to  make  the  Corporation  liable,  in 
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apposition  to  the  decision  of  Justice  Sutherland;  why  tbe 
money  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver  was  kept  there,  in  express 
▼iolation  of  the  order  of  Justice  Boosevelt ;  why  these  proceed* 
ings  should  be  iusisted  upon,  in  opposition  to  the  refusal  of  tbe 
mayor  to  hare  the  answer  which  had  been  swchu  to  by  him  need 
in  the  action ;  why  the  appeals  should  be  withdrawn  witkout 
consulting  the  Common  Council ;  and  why,  in  like  manner,  the 
right  of  appeal  was  abandoned,  and  the  right  to  a  new  trial, 
Vnder  the  statute,  stipulated  away. 

These  all  show  a  state  of  things  operating  very  harshly  upon 
the  interests  of  the  city,  with  little,  if  any,  corresponding  ad- 
vantage. 

It  is  oontaided  that  the  motives  for  this  course  of  proceedtng 
may  have  been  to  save  to  the  city  the  strip  of  forty  feet  whicli 
tbe  jnry  had  stricken  out  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  and  it  msj 
have  been  supposed  by  tlie  counsel  that  he  had  a  right  to  jndge 
of  such  matten  by  virtue  of  his  office.  If  these  were  the  mo 
tives  that  led  to  the  making  of  tbe  stipulations,  they  would  free 
the  case  from  the  charge  of  collusion  and  fraud. 

Believing,  however,  as  I  do,  that  the  course  adopted  by  Aim 
was  illegal  and  unauthorized  as  to  the  Corporation,  and  cannot 
be  sustained,  it  is  not  necessary  that  I  should  say  any  tiling 
further  on  this  branch  of  the  case. 

The  judgment  in  the  second  case  cannot  be  sustained  if  the 
first  is  set  aside.  That  was  an  action  of  ejectment  which  should 
not,  in  my  judgment,  have  been  leforred.  Whether  so  or  not^ 
the  referees  found  that  the  judgment,  in  the  action  tried  before 
Justice  Potter,  was  conclusive  upon  them  on  the  question  of 
titles 

As  the  ord^  setting  aside  that  judgment  destroys  entirely 
that  evidence,  I  see  no  propriety  in  retaining  the  second  judg- 
ment It  is.  based  upon  proce^ngs  which  are  set  aside,  and 
the  court,  on  every  principle  of  justice,'Bhould  set  a^de  this 
judgment,  if  the  first  one  cannot  be  sustained. 

As  to  the  diird.  judgment,  the  same  difficulty  exists*  The  re^ 
covery  is  based  entirely  on  the  judgment  in  the  first  action  as 
conclusive  upon  the  question  of  title.  Unless  the  same  recovery 
should  again  take  pliace,  in  that  or  some  other  action,  the  whole 
right  to  mesne  profits  fails ;  and  although  the  questioBa  as  to  tjbe 
right  of  the  plaintiffs  under  the  assignment  from  the  oommia* 
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fiioners,  and  the  rnle  of  damagies  in  the  action  might  be  re- 
viewed under  the  appeal  taken  in  this  case,  still  the  whole  claim 
is  dependent  npon  first  recoveritig  the  prop^il;^  aiid  establish- 
ing the  title  thereto.  If  that  has  failed,  ^ere  can  be  no  r^ 
covery  for  the  mesne  profits  nntil  the  right  of  the  plaintiffs  to 
the  land  is  settled. 

Upon  tibe  qnestiotis  as  to  titld  and  damages,  I  do  not  deem  it 
necessaiy  to  express  any  opinion  at  the  present  time. 

An  order  mnst  be  entered — 

1.  Declaring  both  stipulations,  in  the  first  action  of  the  date 
of  September  19, 1859,  and  of  9th  of  November,  1859,  y6id,  and 
directing  them  to  be  set  aside. 

2.  Setting  aside  all  proceedings  subsequent  to  the  15th  Feb- 
nary,  1859,  discontinuing  the  action  as  to  the  Corporation,  so 
far  as  relates  to  them. 

3.  Directing  the  order  of  Mr.  Justice  Roosevelt,  of  13th  July, 
to  be  carried  into  effect,  e:^cepting  as  to  the  receiver. 

4.  Directing  the  plaintiffs  to  refund  and  pay  dver  to  the 
Mayor,  Aldermen,  and  Commonalty  of  the  city  of  New  York, 
the  moneytf  received  by  then^  from  the  receiver,  under  the 
order  of  17th  November,  1859,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  re- 
ceiver was  directed  to  pay  the  same. 

5.  The  writ  of  possession  must  also  be  set  aside,  and  the  pos- 
cession  of  the  land  restored  to  the  city  as  directed  by  Judge 
Boosevelt. 

6.  If  the  appeal  taken  by  the  plaintiffs  from  the  oitier  of 
tfndge  Boosevelt  is  not  still  in  force,  the  defendant  must  stipu- 
late to  allow  such  appeal  to  stand,  so  that  order  can  be  revered. 

7.  The  order  will  also  direct  an  accounting  by  the  plaintiffs 
of  the  moneys  received  from  the  land  since  they  have  had  the 
posfiession,  before  John  T.  Hoffman,  Esq.,  a  referee  appointed 
therefor,  and  that  the  atnonnt  found  to  have  been  s6  I'eceived, 
after  deducting  the  expenses  of  collection,  be  deposited  in  the 
Trust  Company,  to  abide  the  event  of  the  first  action ;  unless 
theplflOBdffB,  within  thirty  days  after  the  confirmation  of  the 
report,  giy«  a  bond,  with  stimcient  sureties,  to  be  approved  by 
&  JQstlee  of  this  court,  on  notice  Nto  the  corporation  counsel,  to 
refund  ^Iher  the  whole  of  such  moneys,  if  they  shall  fail  to  re- 
cover  jo^pilttit^  in  the  first  action,  or  a  proportional  amount  if 
they  shall  recover  leas  tfMi  the  recovery  before  Mr.  Justice' 
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Potter,  in  September  last  The  coets  in  the  first  action,  oa  both 
fiides,  must  abide  the  event 

The  judgments  in  the  2d  and  8d  actions  are  set  aside,  with  all 
the  proceedings  therein  subsequent  to  the  order  of  reference, 
upon  payment  bj  the  defendants  of  all  costs  therein  after  that 
order,  and  with  leaye  to  the  defendants  to  applj  to  vacate  the 
order  of  reference  in  those  cases,  or  for  such  other  order  in  re- 
gard to  the  references  as  they  may  deem  advisable. 

The  plaintiffs  may  amend  their  complaints  in  either  or  all  of 
the  acti<»is,  and  serve  new  complaints  in  such  manner  .aa  they 
may  be  advised. 


BOWLES  a.  YAN  HORNE. 

JSTew  York  JSuj>erior  Court ;  ChamberB^  Jvlyy  I860. 

DisHissAL  OF  Complaint. — ^Neglect  to  PB06BCUTE.r-Co8Ts. 

The  &ct  that  defendant  baa  actually  noticed  the  came  for  trial,  does  not  preclude 
him  from  moving  to  dismin  the  complaint  for  nnreaeonable  neglect  on  th«  part 
of  plaintiff  to  proceed. 

What  is  roch  unreaMonable  neglect. 

When,  in  granting  an  order  diemtsring  the  complaint  for  plaintiff's  neglect  to 
proceed,  leave  is  reaenred  to  him  to  bring  the  canae  to  trial  on  pajment  of  ooata, 
the  casta  should  include  all  the  costs  to  which  defendant  is  entitled  up  to  that 
time. 

Motion  to  dismiss  complaint. 

HoFncAK,  J.^— This  is  a  motion  to  dismiss  a  complaint  for  un- 
reasonable neglect  to  proceed  with  the  cause. 

In  Bay  a.  Thompson  (1  Dwr^  636,  N(a>.^  1852),  Hr.  Justice 
Boeworth,  with  the  concurrence  of  all  the  justices,  stated  the 
rule  to  be,  that  to  entitle  a  defendant  to  move  a  dismissal  of  the 
complaint,  he  was  not  bound  himself  to  notice  the  cause  for 
trial,  but  might  make  the  motion  in  all  cases  where  the  plaintiff 
had  neglected  to  bring  the  cause  to  trial  according  to  the  courBo 
and  practice  of  the  court. 

At  the  time  of  that  decision,  the  21st  rule  of  the  Supreme 
Court  was  in  force,  and  was  identical  with  the  present  27th 
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ink.  It  had  been  adopted  in  Angnet,  1862.  In  August,  1864, 
it  was  repealed,  and  no  similar  provision  adopted.  In  August, 
1858,  the  former  rule  was  restored.    It  is  as  follows : 

"Whenever  an  issue  of  fact  shall  have  been  joined  in  any 
tction,  and  the  phiintiff  therein  shall  fail  to  bring  the  same  to 
trial  according  to  the  course  and  practice  of  the  court,  the  de- 
fendant may  move  for  the  dismissal  of  the  complaint  with  costs. 

*'If  it  be  made  to  appear  to  the  court  that  the  neglect  of  the 
plaintiff  to  bring  the  action  to  trial  has  not  been  unreasonable, 
tbe  court  shall  permit  the  plaintiff,  on  payment  of  costs,  to 
bring  the  said  action  to  trial  at  the  next  court  where  the  same 
18  triable.** 

Under  the  section  27  of  the  Oode,  authorizing  a  dismissal  of 
Ihe  complaint  in  case  of  an  unreasonable  neglect  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff  to  proceed  in  the  cause,  under  the  rule  referred  to, 
md  the  case  in  our  own  court  before  cited,  it  is  plain  that  the 
fact  of  the  ability  of  the  defendant  to  notice  the  cause  and  put 
it  on  the  calendar,  does  not  preclude  him  from  making  this 
motion.  If  he  is  not  bound  to  notice  it,  his  actually  doing  so 
timself  may  not  prejudice  him.  It  is  the  plaintiff's  neglect 
which  it  is  the  object  of  the  provisions  in  question  to  prevent 
or  punish. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  the  fact  of  the  defendant  having  no- 
ticed the  cause  for  three  terms,  is  not  an  answer  to  the  present 
motion,  and  that  the  cases  holding  otherwise  do  not  form  the 
role  in  our  court.  (See  Moeller  a.  Bailey,  14  Sow.  Pr.y  869.) 
It  deserves  •notice  that  in  that  case  Justice  Harris  notices  the 
lepeal  of  the  rule  of  1849-62,  now  readopted  in  1868,  and  de- 
cides the  case  before  him  mainly  on  the  ground  of  that  repeal. 

Tbe  affidavit  of  the  defendant's  attorney  makes  out  a  case 
vithin  the  rnle  warranting  the  order. 

The  plaintiff's  attorney  shows  that  he  did  not  put  the  cause 
on  the  calendar  for  April  term,  nor  file  a  note  of  issue,  but  he 
says  it  was  through  inadvertence  in  his  office  or  on  the  part  of 
his  clerk.  The  clerk  refused  to  put  it  on  the  calendar,  as  no 
note  of  issue  had  been  filed.  He  then  commenced  to  prepare 
papers  for  a  motion  for  that  purpose,  but  abandoned  it  on  ac- 
count of  the  absence  of  a  witness. 

He  filed  a  note  of  issue  with  the  clerk  for  May,  but  his  note 
of  issue  caused  it  to  be  placed  at  the  foot  of  the  calendar.    It 
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remiiined  in  the  same  wrong  poeition  throi^l)  Kay  and  June. 
The  clerk  refaeed  to  correct  it,  and  omitted  to  applj  to  the 
court  for  the  reason  of  the  absence  of  a  witness,  and  the  in- 
tended absence  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  plaintiff,  npon  the  trial  in  Febrpary,  bad  liberty  to  with- 
draw a  juror.  Some  irregularity  occurred  ip  placiiig  the  cause 
on  the  calendar  for  March.  It  is  not  necessary,  nor  peiiiapB 
possible,  on  the  papers,  to  say  positively  that  the  plaintiff  was 
in  fault 

Looking  at  the  course  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney  in  the  moat 
favorable  light,  it  is  just  possible  to  hold  that  his  neglect  has 
not  been  unreasonable.  To  place  a  cause  on  the  calendar  in  a 
position  far  below  its  proper  place,  and  neglect  to  correct  it,  is 
a  more  serious  violation  of  practice  than  to  omit  the  act  entirely. 

I  cannot  let  the  plaintiff  try  his  cause,  except  upon  the  pay- 
ment of  costs ;  and  these  coM3  I  understand  to  be  the  whole 
costs  accrued.  The  26th  rule  provides  that  upon  a  stipulation 
the  costs  to  which  the  defendant  is  entitled  up  to  that  time, 
must  be  offered.  The  previous  clause  of  the  27th  rule  speaks 
of  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint  with  costs ;  and  the  permission 
to  try  at  the  next  court,  given  as  matter  of  favor,  ^'  on  payment 
of  costs,"  seems  to  me  to  mean  the  same  costs. 

The  restoration  of  the  rule  of  18^9,  if  duly  enforced,  will  be 
very  effectual  to  render  a  plaintiff  diligent  in  the  prosecution 
of  his  action,  and  relieves  a  defendant  from  preparation  of  a 
cause  and  its  attendant  expense,  in  a  considerable  class  of  cases. 

The  order  will  be  that  the  complaint  be  dismissed^  unleas  the 
plaintiff,  within  ten  days  after  service  of  a  copy  of  this  order, 
and  a  copy  of  the  costs  of  the  action  as  adjusted,  pay  the  same 
to  the  defendant's  attorney.  In  case  of  such  payment,  the  plain- 
tiff is  permitted  to  bring  the  cause  to  trial  at  the  next  trial-term 
of  this  court 

As  some  doubt  has  existed  upon  the  practice,  no  costs  are 
allowed  of  the  present  motion. 
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MASKS  a.  WILSON. 

ISTeui  York  Svperior  Court;  ChanJber8^  August^  1860. 

SuiocAKT  FBooxsDnroe. — iHjuNcmoK.— Sunday. 

b  giiaiiJ,  an  iajimeiioii  ihoiild  not  1m  grmnied  to  nftimin  the  «z«eatlon  of  tnm- 
■My  proceedin^B  to  nooref  poMOgoioa  of  land,  ezoepiin  case  of  undue  adyan- 
ia^  fimnd,  or  snrpriae,  to  which  the  landlord  is  a  party. 

Tbe  €Kt  that  prooen  waa  senred  on  Sunday  does  not  render  the  Judgment  therein 

--  -« J 

HotioD  for  an  injunction. 

lliis  wae  on  action  to  restrain  the  defendant,  a  constable, 
from  executing  a  warrant  to  diBpossess  the  plaintiff  obtained  in 
rammary  proceedings  to  recover  possession  of  certain  premises. 
Tlie  facts  are  folly  disclosed  bj  the  opinion. 

J&.  BeixaSy  for  the  motion* 
Mr.  Chadaey^  opposed. 

HomcANy  J. — The  complaint  is  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 
the  defendant  from  executing  a  warrant  granted  by  a  jostice 
of  the  Marine  Court  of  the  city  of  New  York,  to  dispossess  the 
plaintiff  under  the  act  "  Of  summary  proceedings  to  recover 
posMssion  of  land,"  &c.  (3  Bev.StcU.^  «12,  vol.  8,  5  ed.,  836, 
§  8.)  The  warrant  was  for  holding  over,  after  the  expiration  of 
the  term,  without  permission. 

Section  47  of  the  act  provides  that  the  SufM^eme  Oourt  may 
sward  a  certiorari  for  the  purpose  of  examining  any  adjudication 
nuide  on  any  application  hereby  anthorixed ;  but  the  proceed* 
ings  on  any  such  application  shall  not  be  stayed  or  suspended 
by  such  writ  of  certiorari,  or  any  other  writ  or  order  of  any 
eonrt  or  officer. 

The  case  of  Dnigan  6k  Hogan  (1  Bo9W.j  645)  settles  the  law 
in  this  court,  holding  that  the  Code  (section  919)  is  not  inoonr 
Btstent  with  section  47  of  the  statute,  and  that  it  remains  in 
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force ;  and  leaving,  probably,  no  case  whatever,  except  one  of 
nndne  advantage,  fraud,  and  anrpriBe,  to  which  the  landlord  is 
a  party,  in  which  an  injanction  can  be  granted.  Forrester  a. 
Wilson  (1  DueTy  624)  was  of  this  oharaot^r,  and  rests  upon  its 
own  peculiar  circumstances.  See  also  Hyatt  a.  Burr  (8  Saw, 
Pr.,168). 

But,  again,  I  am  clear  that  the  injunction  ought  not  to  issae 
upon  any  ground  as  to  which  the  party  could,  have  relief  in  a 
fixed  statutory  method,  adequate  to  the  purpose. 

This  method  for  redressing  every  error,  defect,  or  irregularity 
apparent  on  the  record,  is  prescribed  by  section  57,  giving  a 
certiorari.  That  writ  has  been  sued  out,  and  is  now  pending 
in  the  present  case,  although  the  stay  of  proceedings  originally 
granted  has  been  discharged.  (Marseilles  a.  Bulger,  19  JSino. 
Pt.,  84.) 

An  appeal  also  lies  to  the  Common  Pleas  from  an  adjudica- 
tion in  such  a  proceeding.  (1  WXty  899 ;  8  Rtn.  Stat,j  5  ed., 
840,  §  62.) 

Of  the  defects  and  alleged  errors  in  the  proceedings,  the  cer- 
tiorari will  take  up  all  the  defects  in  the  affidavit. 

Sections  48  and  49  of  the  statute  provide  for  restitution  of  the 
possession,  if  the  proceedings  are  reversed,  and  for  damages 
sustained  by  reason  of  such  proceedings.  It  is  said  that  the 
defendant  is  insolvent.  This  is  denied ;  but  if  it  were  the  fact, 
it  could  not  form  a  ground  for  any  injunction. 

The  next  point,  and  one  which  could  not  arise  upon,  a  certio* 
ran  or  appeal,  is^  that  the  service  was  made  on  Saturday,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  is  of  the  Jewish  persuasion  and  religion. 

By  the  statute  (5  ed.,  vol.  2,  936,  §§  69-71),  persons  keep- 
ing the  seventh  day  holy  are  exempted  from  pcurforming  certain 
duties  thereon ;  and  any  person  who  shall  knowingly  or  mali- 
ciously cause  any  process,  issued  from  a  justice's  court  in  a  civil 
suit,  to  be  served  on  said  day  on  any  person,  or  who  shall  serve 
process  returnable  on  such  day,  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misde- 
meanor, and  be  subject  to  a  fine  of  $100.  And  so  for  procure 
ing  a  suit  to  be  tried  on  that  day. 

This  is  the '  law  of  1847,  ch.  849,  now  in  force.  The  statute 
of  May  7, 1889,  under  which  Munson  ct.  Amory  (1  Den.^  204) 
was  decided,  is  repealed. 

That  authority  is  enough,  under  the  existing  statute,  to  show 
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that  service  on  Satardaj  woald  not  be  Bufficient  to  avoid  the 
judgment.  The  service  knowingly  and  maUciously  is  denied, 
and  not  in  an j  waj  established. 

The  only  remaining  ground  on  which  the  plaintiff  coald  ask 
for  the  interference  of  the  court  relates  to  the  merits,  viz.,  the 
denial  of  the  relation  existing  which  justifies  proceedings  under 
the  statute.  He  contends  that  he  took  possession  under  the 
contract  of  sale  of  the  premises,  which  is  set  forth. 

The  plaintiff  was  to  consummate  his  purchase  (dated  the  28th 
diy  of  March,  1860)  by  the  28th  day  of  April.  He  was  let  into 
potteesion  on  the  2d  day  of  April.  The  terms  of  the  contract 
vere  that  he  was  to* pay  for  the  property  on  the  28th  day  of 
April.  The  defendant  was  not  bound  to  have  let  him  in  pos- 
session before.  He  did  so,  very  clearly,  with  the  expectation, 
and  with  implied  condition,  that  he  should  then  pay  according 
to  contracL  His  taking  possession  without  any  reservation, 
was  a  waiver  of  objections  to  the  title.  He  avers  that  the  only 
objection  he  has  is  the  existence  of  two  judgments  against  a 
former  owner,  which,  it  is  alleged,  are  not  liens ;  that  the  judg* 
ments  were  against  a  different  person  of  the  same  name ;  at  any 
late,  it  is  poaitively  sworn  that  the  property  is  clear,  except 
from  the  two  mortgages. 

I  am  by  no  means  prepared  to  say  that  Henry,  the  agent,  was 
acting  illegally,  much  less  fraudulently,  in  the  affidavit  he  made 
to  obtain  the  warrant  in  the  Marine  Court 

Bat  independently  of  this,  there  was  a  plain  method  for  the 
plaintiff  to  have  obtained  redress. 

I  take  it  for  granted  that  the  Marine  Court  could  have  opened 
the  default  on  proper  application.  (Mitchell  a.  Menkle,  1  Hilt,^ 
152;  laws  of  1853,  ch.  617,  §  5.) 

Bat  again,  section  866  of  the  Code  affords  a  most  complete 
remedy  upon  an  appeal  to  the  Common  Pleas,  in  case  of  a  fail- 
mre  to  appear,  and  by  affidavits  showing  that  injustice  would 
be  done,  and  satisfactorily  excusing  the  default.  (Foster  a. 
Capewell,  1  BiU.,  47 ;  Lent  a.  Jones,  4  K  D.  Smithy  52 ;  Mul- 
bem  a.  Hyde,  8  /J.,  177.) 

I  consider  that  for  every  alleged  irregularity  or  defect,  as 
well  as  for  a  full  investigation  of  the  merits  and  justice  of  the 
CMe,  the  law  has  explicitly  provided  summary  and  adequate 
modes  of  redress,  without  recourse  to  an  injunction ;  and  thai, 
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if  tliere  can  be  presented  a  case  m  which  the  interference  by 
injunction  may  be  allowed^  the  present  is  not  one  of  them. 

Motion  for  injunction  denied.     The  temporary  order  dia- 
chaigedi  with  $10  costs. 


DIVmE'S  CASE. 

Before  Hon,  Josiah  Sutherland^  Supreme  Caturt^  First  District  f 

Afifuet^  1860. 

Special  Sessions. — Habeas  Cobpus. 

Upon  habeas  corpus  the  prisoner  may  impeach  the  commitment  by  showing  that 
the  court  which  made  it  was  not  legally  constituted  ^  $.  g^  that  one  of  the  jii»- 
tices  named  as  present,  was  In  fact  absent. 

Two  justices  cannot  legally  hold  a  Court  of  Spedal  Senions  in  the  city  of  Kew 
ToiiK.    Three  are  necessary. 

Habeas  corpus  to  inquire  into  the  detention  of  James  DivineL 

The  prisoner  was  committed  on  conviction  of  petit  larceny,  at 
a  Court  of  Special  Sessions  in  the  city  of  New  York.  The  facts 
are  fully  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Theodore  Stuyveaant  and  Mr.  PhiUlpe^  for  the  prisoner. — 
I.  The  court  could  not  be  held  by  less  than  three  justices.  (3 
Bm.  Stat.,  5  ed.,  370,  §§  13, 14 ;  same  statute,  Lawe  of  1858, 
441,  ch.  285,  §§  8,  9  ;  3  JSev.  Stat.,  5  ed.,  869.) 

IL  The  want  of  jurisdiction  may  be  shown  here.  (Note  to 
People  a,  McLeod,  3  StU^  666 ;  Eandolph's  Case,  11  Am,  Jwr^ 
83 ;  Exp.  Beatly,  12  Wend.,  229 ;  Biley's  Case,  2  Peek;  People 
a.  McLeod,  25  Wend^  483 ;  Yates  a.  People,  6  Johne.^  337 ;  Exp. 
Kellogg,  6  Vt^  511 ;  Cau).  <6  H.  notes,  part  2,  800.) 


Mr.  Sedgwick^  assistant  district-attoiliey,  opposed. 

Sutherland,  J. — The  warden,  or  keeper  of  the  penitentiary, 
to  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  returns  a  copy  of  the  commitment 
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vnder  which  the  prisoner  was  received  into  his  castody,  and  hj 
Tirtae  of  which  he  is  held  and  detained.  The  conunitment  is 
in  dae  form,  and  regular  on  its  face.  By  it,  it  would  appear, 
that  the  prisoner  was  duly  convicted  of  the  crime  of  petit  lar- 
ceny, at  a  Conrt  of  Special  Sessions  of  the  Peace,  held  by  three 
police-justices — Quackenbush,  Kelly,  and  Steers — on  the  31st 
day  of  July,  1860,  and  that  upon  such  conviction  he  was  or- 
dered and  adjudged  to  be  in^prisoned  in  the  penitentiary  for  the 
term  of  three  months. 

It  was  alleged  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner,  by  way  of  a  traverse 
of  this  return,  that  the  said  Conrt  of  Special  Sessions  at  which 
the  prisoner  was  tried  and  convicted,  was  in  fact  held  by  two 
of  ^e  police-justices  only,  viz..  Justices  Quackenbush  and 
Steers ;  that  Justice  Kelly  was  not,  in  fact,  present  when  the 
prisoner  was  arraigned,  tried,  or  sentenced ;  and  proofs  were 
offered,  aliunde  the  conunitment  or  return,  to  prove  such  alle- 
gations. 

These  proofs  were  objected  to  by  the  assistant  district-attorney 
on  the  ground  that  in  this  habeas-corpus  proceeding,  I  could  not 
go  behind  the  commitment ;  that  it  was  of  the  nature  of  final 
process,  and  could  not  be  impeached  in  this  proceeding.  He 
also  insisted  that  two  police-justices  were  authorized  to  hold  a 
Court  of  Special  Sessions,  and  therefore,  that  the  allegations 
and  the  proofs  thereof  were  immaterial. 
The  proofs  were  received  and  the  questions  reserved. 
Ko  objections  were  made  by  the  assistant  district-attorney  to 
the  form  of  the  proofs. 

It  is  conclusively  shown,  by  several  affidavits  of  parties 
present  at  the  trial,  and  by  the  certificate  of  the  clerk  of 
the  said  Court  of  Special  Sessions,  that  the  said  court  at 
which  it  is  alleged  the  prisoner  was  so  tried  and  convicted, 
was  in  fact  held  by  only  two  justices;  that  Justice  Kelly  was 
not  present  when  the  prisoner  was  arraigned,  plead,  tried,  or 
sentenced. 
The  questions,  then,  are — 

1.  Has  the  prisoner  a  right  in  this  proceeding  thus  to  impeach 
the  commitment ! 

i.  IS  he  has  this  right,  do  the  facts  shown  by  the  affidavits  and 
the  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  the  Court  of  Special  Sessions,  so 
far  impeach  the  commitment  and  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
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which  tried  and  sentenced  the  prisoner,  as  to  entitle  him  to  hie 
discharge ! 

I  think  that  both  questions  must  be  answered  in  the  prisoner's 
favor. 

If  two  justices  could  not  legally  hold  a  Court  of  Special  Ses- 
sions, but  it  took  three  to  constitute  such  court,  then  the  trial, 
conviction,  and  commitment  of  the  prisoner  was  absolutely 
void ;  for  then  the  alleged  court  that  tried  and  sentenced  him 
was  not  a  court,  and  the  two  justices  who  tried  and  sentenced 
him  had  no  jurisdiction  whatever,  and  the. prisoner  was  and  is 
unlawfully  imprisoned. 

Kow,  it  is  the  very  office  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  to  as- 
certain whether  the  prisoner  is  unlawfully  imprisoned  ;  and  hovir 
could  the  prisoner  in  this  case  show  that  the  court  was  illegally 
constituted  and  had  no  jurisdiction,  except  in  the  way  he  has 
done  by  proof  aliunde  the  return  or  commitment  t 

The  prisoner  could  hardly  estop  himself  from  the  right  of 
showing  at  any  time,  and  at  all  times,  a  total  want  of  juris- 
diction. 

It  is  plaib  by  authority,  as  well  as  on  principles,  that  the  pris- 
oner has  a  right  to  show  in  this  proceeding,  that  the  court,  or 
magistrate  acting  as  a  court,  who  tried  and  sentenced  him,  had 
no  jurisdiction.  It  is  sufficient  to  cite  The  People  a.  McLeod 
(3  SUl,  669,  and  notes). 

K,  then,  the  two  justices,  who  undertook  alone  and  without 
a  third,  as  a  Court  of  Special  Sessions,  to  try,  and  sentence,  and 
commit  the  prisoner,  could  not,  and  did  not  legally  constitute  a 
Court  of  Special  Sessions,  and  had  no  power  to  try,  convict,  or 
commit  him,  he  must  be  discharged. 

Whether  the  two  justices  did  or  could  constitute  such  court 
and  had  such  power,  depends  upon  the  construction  of  sec- 
tions 8  and  9  of  the  act  of  April  16,  1858,  entitled  ^'  An  act 
to  provide  for  the  appointment  of  a  clerk  and  deputy  of  tiie 
Court  of  Special  Sessions,  in  the  city  and  county  of  New  York, 
and  in  relation  to  the  justices  of  said  court"  {Zaws  of  1858, 
441,  ch.  282.) 

By  section  8,  ^^  The  said  Court  of  Special  Sessions  may  be 
held  by  any  three  of  the  said  police-justices,  who  shall  sit 
alternately,  except  that  one  of  their  number  may  be  selected  to 
preside.    And  the  said  justices  shall  meet  in  convention  and 
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aaogn  jnstioes  to  hold  the  several  terms  of  said  conrt  Bj 
eectioii  9,  all  acts  and  parts  of  acts  inconsisteiit  therewith,  are 
repealed. 

B7  section  48  of  act  of  April  14, 1857,  amending  the  city 
charter  (1  Zaws  of  1857,  890),  Ciomrts  of  Special  Sessions  in  the 
city  of  New  York,  may  be  held  by  any  two  police-jnstices  of 
md  city,  and  it  is  thereby  declared  that  when  so  held,  all  the 
powers  and  jurisdiction  appertaining  by  law  to  such  court,  shall 
bejKMsessed  and  exercised  by  the  officers  holding  the  same. 

The  question  is,  was  the  provision  in  the  act  of  1857,  repealed 
bj  the  act  of  1858? 

It  is  almost  too  plain  for  argument  that  the  word  n^  in 
both  statutes  meaas  shall.  It  is  hardly  necessary  to  resort  to 
the  general  provision  of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  vol.  3,  6  ed., 
869,  §  29,  to  show  this*  Statutes  conferring  criminal  jurisdic- 
tion should  be  construed  strictly.  Not  less  than  three  justices 
can  hold  the  court,  under  the  act  of  1858.  It  would  certainly 
be  extraordinary  if  we  had  two  *statutes  on  our  Statute  Boohi 
in  force,  the  one  authorizing  Courts  of  Special  Sessions  in  the 
otf  of  New  York  to  be  held  by  two,  and  the  other  by  three 
police-juatices. 

I  think  the  provision  in  the  act  of  1857  plainly  inconsistent 
with  the  act  of  1868,  and  was  intended  to  be,  and  was  repealed 
bj  it;  and,  therefore,  the  prisoner  must  be  discharged. 


WASHBURN  a.  FEANKLIN. 

Si^emeCourij  JFtrrt  District;  Circuity  December^  1859. 

CoNTBAOTS. — ^Repeal  of  Statttx. 

A  ooQtnct  prohibited  by  statute,  and  entered  into  while  the  prohibiting  ttatuto 
ii  in  force,  ia  not  rendered  Talid  by  a  subsequent  repeal  of  the  statute. 

THal  by  the  court 

The  action  was  bronght  to  recover  damages  for  not  fulfilling 
*  contract  for  the  purchase  from  plaintiff  of  certain  stock. 
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WashboTD  a.  Franklin. 

The  time  of  the  making  of  the  alleged  agreement  was  prior  to 
the  act  of  1858  {La/W8  qf  1858,  251,  eh.  184),  repealing  the 
statute  prohibiting  stock-jobbing.    (1  Hev.  Stat^  710.) 

The  plaintiff  wad  not  the  owner  of  the  stock  at  the  time  of 
making  the  agreement,  nor  was  he  in  possession  of  it.  See  a 
decision  on  a  demnrrer  to  the  complaint^  reported  7  AfUe^  8. 

Stroko,  J. — The  contract  which  is  the  basis  of  this  action, 
at  the  time  it  was  made,  was  void  by  the  express  terms  of  sec- 
tion 1  of  the  stock-jobbing  act.  That  section  has  since  been 
repealed,  bnt  I  am  unable  to  perceive  how  the  simple  repeal 
can  m%ke  the  contract  valid.  By  declaring  the  contract  void, 
the  statute  had  done  its  work  in  respect  to  the  contract ;  in  a 
legal  view  there  was  no  contract  when  the  statute  was  re- 
pealed ;  and  I  do  not  see  how  its  repeal  merely,  can  give  what 
was  void  vitality. 

The  case  of  The  Central  fiank  a.  The  Empire  Stone-Dressing 
Co.  (26  Bwb.^  28),  is  referred  to  as  authority  that  the  repeal  of 
the  statute  abrogated'  its  operation  as  to  prior  contracts ;  bnt 
there  is  this  distinction  between  the  two  cases :  in  die  latter 
case,  the  contract  was  claimed  to  be  void  because  it  was  con- 
trary to  the  statute  prohibiting  the  circulation  within  the  State 
of  foreign  bank-notes^  of  a  denomination  less  than  five  dollars ; 
it  was  not  declared  void  by  the  statate.  The  contract  being 
illegal  it  could  not  be  enforced  while  the  statute  existed,  but  it 
was  held  it  might  be  after  the  statute  was  repealed.  The  court, 
in  their  opinion,  do  not  place  the  decision  upon  the  ground 
that  the  contract  was  not  declared  void  by  the  statute,  but  I 
think  it  can  be  sustained  if  at  all  only  on  that  ground. 

On  account  of  the  distinction  mentioned,  I  think  I  am  not 
controlled  by  the  case  cited ;  and  following  my  own  convictions 
as  to  the  law,  must  order  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendant 

Judgment  accordingly. 
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BEEBAOK  a.  MoDONALD. 
Sypnme  Chwi^  Fif9i  Di$tftict;  Special  Term^  Juty^  1860. 

StTiocitBT'  Pbocbbdikos.— -"LvjITKCnOK • 

Tke  eovt  will  not  tnlerpoie  by  i&jimctioii  to  pretent  a  ptaetj  from  prostcating 
tOBiuuf  prooeedhigi  to  reooTor  powoMJon  of  land,  where  th^  oomplainant  bad 
t  perfect  defence  to  tbeir  proceeding^  before  the  justice,  and  does  not  show 
tint  he  had  not  evidence  to  prove  such  defence,  and  no  fraud  or  abnse  is 
ibown.* 

Kotion  for  an  injunction. 

BcmwKTy  J.-^Tbe  complaint  in  this  action^  sworn  on  5th  Maj, 
18W,  states  that  on  8th  February,  1860,  Edward  Cahill,  the 
owner  of  the  house  and  lot,  No.  109  West  Fortjr-second-street, 
Ifev  Yoric,  demised  the  same  to  the  plaintiff,  for  one  year  from 
lit  May,  1860 ;  that  the  plaintiff  then  was,  and  ever  since  has 
been,  in  possession  of  said  premises ;  that  on  Ist  March,  1860, 
CUuH  demised'  the  same  premises  for  the  term  of  three  years 
from  Ist  May,  1860,  to  the  defendant,  who  then  knew  of  said 
prior  demise  to  the  plaintiff;  that  on  4th  May,  1860,  defend- 
ant commenced  smnmaiy  proceedings  before  the  justice  of  the 
fifth  district  for  possession  of  said  premises ;  that  since  said 
demifieto  him  the  plaintiff  has  expended  $300  in  repairs  on  the 
premises ;  that  the  defendant  has  no  right  to  said  premises,  or 
to  maintain  his  proceedings,  but  plaintiff  has  the  right  to  such 
posMslon;  and  plaintiff  prays  that  defendant  be  enjoined 
from  prosecuting  said  summary  proceedings,  and  from  interfer- 
ifig  with  plaintiff's  possession  of  the  premises. 

On  this  complaint  an  order  was  obtained,  requiring  defend- 
Boito  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  enjoined  from  proceed- 
isg  to  obtain  possession  of  the  premises ;  and,  until  the  hearing 
and  decision  of  the  motion  restraining  such  proceedings. 

The  defendant  (on  showing  cause),  by  answer,  denies  thut 

*  To  fhe  flsme'eflbct  li  Marks  a.  Wilson,  Autt,  87. 
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Cahill  demised  the  premises  in  question  to  the  plaintiff  for  the 
year  from  Ist  Maj,  1860,  and  that  plaintiff  was  not,  on  8th 
February,  1860,  or  at  any  time  since  has  been,  or  is,  in  occn- 
pancy  of  the  premises  as  tenant  of  Cahill,  and  generally  denies 
all  plaintiff's  alleged  rights.    Defendant  further  states,  as  a 
separate  defence,  that,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Reyised 
Statutes,  he,  on  the  4th  of  May,  commenced  summary  proceed- 
ings against  the  plaintiff  and  others  to  recover  possession  of  the 
premises  in  question ;  that  the  plaintiff  appeared  and  filed  an 
affidavit  with  said  justice,  and  the  matters  thns  controverted 
were  tried  by  a  jury,  who  rendered  a  verdict  in  favor  of  this  de- 
fendant (McDonald),  and  thereupon,  on  said  4th  May,  and  be- 
fore the  commencement  of  this  action,  the  said  justice  issued 
his  warrant  to  dispossess  this  plaintiff.    Copies  of  proceedings 
before  the  justice  are  annexed  to  said  answer,  from  which  it 
appears  that  this  plaintiff  set  up,  by  way  of  defence,  before  said 
justice,  the  alleged  demise  of  said  premises  to  him  by  Cahill  on 
8th  February,  1860.    The  plaintiff  has  read  on  this  motion  two 
affidavits,  tending  to  prove  his  allegation,  that  the  premises 
were  demised  to  him  by  Cahill,  and  the  defendant  has  also  read 
affidavits  in  opposition,  the  contents  of  which  it  is  not  necesaaiy 
to  state,  as  they  tend  to  sustain  the  answer. 

Upon  the  complaint  alone,  this  motion  should,  in  my  opinion, 
be  denied.  If  the  statements  in  the  complaint  are  true,  the 
plaintiff  had  a  perfect  defence  to  the  proceedings  before  the 
justice,  and  he  does  not  allege  that  he  had  not  evidence  to  prove 
all  the  facts  by  him  stated.  The  answer  denies,  in  effect,  M  the 
alleged  rights  and  equities  of  the  plaintiff,  and  is  in  part  sus- 
tained by  affidavits.  It  also  shows  that  the  question  now  sought 
to  be  litigated,  was  raised  and  tried  in  the  summary  proceedings, 
and  decided  against  the  plaintiff,  and  that  a  warrant  to  dispos- 
sess the  plaintiff  was  issued  before  this  action  was  commenoed ; 
which  facts  the  plaintiff  wished  to  state  in  his  complaint,  with- 
out reference  to  the  statute  prohibiting  the  staying  of  summary 
proceedings  by  order  (S  JSev.  S(at.j  6  ed.,  889,  §47),  and  I  can- 
not see  that  any  case  is  here  made  which  authorizes  the  inter- 
position of  this  court. 

It  was  ai^ued  by  counsel  upon  numerous  authorities  cited, 
that  this  court  might  interfere  to  prevent  or  redress  fraud  in 
summary  proceedings  under  the  statute,  (xe  an  abuse  of  such 
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proceedings ;  bat  the  principte,  if  saBtained,  is  Bot  applicable 
to  this  fase,  for  the  reason  that  neither  the  complaint  nor  plain- 
tiff's affidavit  show  any  such  fraud  or  abase. 

The  motion  for  an  injiuiction  is  denied,  and  the  other,  to  show 
cauee,  is  vacated,  with  ten  dollars  eosts  to  defoidant. 
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Si^rmeOmrt^ Fifth J)i^tria;  AtChamJbw9^UfQt6Bm.W.F. 

AUen^  Jfdy^  1869. 

EjHonlBNT. — ^Pabtobb. 

An  acttdB  to  leoofer  Cbe  pbmettSoa  of  lands  most  be  brought  agaittatUie  tenant 

in  ptoesBhrn,  liDQe  as  well  aa  before  the  Beviaed  Statutes. 
A  soldier  of  ihe  United  States,  cUdmiug  to  be  in  charge,  under  superior  offioeis,  of 

leal  property,  as  property  of  the  United  States,  is  not  the  actual  occupant,  and 

in  action  cannot  be  maintained  agaiiist  hibi. 

Action  of  ejectment. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recovet*  possession  of  part  of  (£• 
Old  Fort  Military  and  Parade  Ground,  in  Oswego.     . 

The  premises  in  question,  comprise  part  of  the  grounds  which 
the  United  States  government  had  claimed  and  occupied  since 
1839,  as  a  military  station,  and  within  which  grounds  (but  not 
comprising  a  part  of  the  "  ladua  in  yt^")  is  "  Fort  Ontario.** 

The  defendant  was  an  enlisted  soldier  of  the  United  States, 
stationed  at  Fort  Ontario,  to  take  charge  of  personal  property 
of  the  United  Slates  there  stored,  and  had  occupied  a  building 
in  the  fort  for  eight  or  ten  dajl^s  before  the  suit  was  com* 
meDced. 

On  the  25th  of  April,  1889,  the  Legialature  of  the  State  of 
New  York,  passed  an  act  authorizing  the  commissioners  of  the 
laQd-office  to  convey  to  the  United  States  the  title  of  the  State, 
to  ^^  all  that  part  parcel  of  land  lying  near  the  mouth  of  the 
Oswego  Biver,  in  Oswiego  county,  known  as  the  ^  Old  Fort 
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Military  and  Parade  Ground.' "  The  act  ceded  jurisdiction  to  the 
United  States  over  the  land  to  be  conveyed — snch  jnrllBdiction 
not  to  be  conetrued  to  prevent  or  impede  the  execution  of  any 
process,  civil  or  criminal,  under  the  authority  of  the  State,  ex- 
cept so  far  as  such  process  may  affect  the  real  or  personal  prop- 
er^ of  the  United  States  within  the  said  parcel  of  land. 

A  survey  of  the  grounds  was  made  by  John  McNair,  city 
surveyor  of  Oswego,  in  July,  1839,  and  on  the  15tb  of  Augustj 
1839,  a  patent  was  issued  by  the  State  to  the  United  States, 
conveying  the  premises  by  the  description  of' the  "Old  Fort 
Militiuy  and  Parade  Grounds,"  and  by  the  boundaries  given  in 
McNair's  survey. 

On  the  26th  of  June,  1851,  the  Legislature  passed  an  act 
authorizing  the  commissioners  of  the  land-office  to  grant  to  the 
city  of  Oswego  the  land  under  water  lying  in  front  of  the  land 
granted  to  the  United  States  in  the  city  of  Oswego,  between 
the  east  pier  and  the  Oove  property. 

On  the  20th  of  May,  1852,  a  patent  was  granted  pursuant  to 
that  act,  the  description  of  the  inner  lin^  being  copied  fnAf^  the 
patent  to  the  United  Statee. 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  State  of  New  York  in  behalf 
of  (ferret  Smith,  who  claims  under  the  patent  to  the  citj  of 
Oswego. 

The  cause  was  referred,  by  order  of  the  court  at  circuit,  to 
Hon.  W.  F.  Allen,  and  it  Vas  accordingly  tried  before  him  at 
chambers. 

X.  Tremainy  attorney-general,  for  the  plaintiffs. 
J.,  C.  Spenoetj  attorney  for  defendant 

W.  F.  Allbn,  J.  (referee). — The  action  is  brought  to  test  the 
right  of  Mr.  Garret  Smith,  under  a  lease  from  the  city  of  Os* 
wego,  to  a  narrow  strip  of  land  in  the  harbor  of  Oswego  in 
front  of  ^^  Fort  Ontario,"  and  which  has  been  inclosed  and 
claimed  by  the  United  States  under  a  grant  from  the  State,  for 
the  purpose  of  a  military  post  and  fortification.  The  grant  to 
the*United  States  was  made  in  1839,  pursuant  to  an  act  of  the 
Legislature,  passed  April  25th,  of  that  year,  to  be  used  '^  for 
the  purpose  of  re-establishing  the  military  post,  of  rebuilding 
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the  fort,  redoubts,  and  barracks,  and  of  improving  the  parade 
ground."  The  genei-al  goyernment,  by  its  officers  and  agents, 
took  possession  and  erected  a  fort  upon  the  premises  claimed 
under  the  grant,  and  have  occupied  them  as  a  military  post  up 
to  die  present  time.  For  the  purpose  of  protecting  them 
against  the  action  and  encroachment  of  the  water  upon  the 
river  aide,  a  sea-wall  was  built  bj  the  United  States  in  front  of 
the  "  fort  property,"  but  whether  within  the  limits  of  the  grant 
is  one  of  the  questions  controverted :  the  claim  being,  on  the 
one  hand,  that  the  wall  is  upon,  or  at  least  not  beyond,  the 
westerly  bounds  of  the  grant ;  and  on  the  other,  that  it  embraces 
within  llie  fort  grounds  land  not  embraced  in  the  grant,  and 
induded  within  the  subsequent  grant  to  the  city  of  Oswego. 
In  1853,  nnder  a  law  of  1851,  authorizing  the  commissioners  of 
the  land-office  to  grant  to  the  city  of  Oswego  '^  the  land  under 
water  in  front  of  land  granted  to  the  United  States,"  a  grant  of 
land  w^as  made  to  the  city  of  Oswego  conterminous  on  the 
easterlj  side  with  the  lands  granted  to  the  general  government, 
which  lands  were  soon  thereafter  leased  by  the  city  of  Oswego, 
and  the  lease  has  come  by  assignment  to  Oerret  Smith.  The 
litigation  grows  out  of  a  disputed  boundary  between  those  two 
grants.  The  defendant  is  an  ordnance-sergeant  of  the  army  of 
the  United  States,  appointed  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  April 
5, 1832  (4  iSW.  at  Large^  504),  "to  receive  and  preserve  the  ord- 
nance;, arms,  and  ammunition,  and  other  military  stores  at  the 
poet."  In  the  absence  of  troops  and  a  commanding  officer,  he 
had  cbaree  of  the  whole  post  as  ordnance-sergeant,  and  under 
the  directions  of  the  adjutant-general,  Hammond,  at  "Fort 
Ontario,''  about  the  1st  of  September,  1858,  took  charge,  super- 
seding his  predecessor  a  few  days  after ;  and  on  the  14th  of 
September  this  action  was  commenced.  He  resides  in  quarters 
set  aside  for  that  purpose  upon  the  fort  grounds,  and  other 
{amUies  by  permission  from  the  proper  source  reside  in  the 
"  officers'  quarters,"  or  dwelling-houses  within  the  fort.  The 
defendant,  as  well  as  the  other  residents  within  the  ^^  grounds," 
depasture  their  cows  upon  the  premises,  and  the  defendant  tes- 
tified that  he  cut  the  hay  in  case  he  wanted  any,  but  had  not  at 
the  time  of  the  trial  cut  it  There  is  no  proof  that  he  was 
ever  upon  the  disputed  territory,  or  ever  interfered  in  any  way 
the  land  clahned  in  this  action,  or  obstructed  or  hindered 
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ho8e  claiming  under  the  grant  to  the  city  of  Oawego,  from  oc- 
cupying  or  taking  possession  of  all  that  they  claimed.     It  is 
objected  that  the  defendant  was  not  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
men^ment  of  the  action  the  "  actual  occupant"  of  the  premifiea, 
and  was  not,  therefore,  properly  subject  to  an  action  of  eject- 
menty  for  it  is  only  as  an  ^^  occupant"  that  the  action  will  lie 
against  him.    (2  JRev.  8UU.y  804,  §  4.)    The  general  rule  is  that 
in  an  action  of  tort  all  persons  concerned  in  the  wrong  are 
liable  to  be  charged  as  principals.    (Cranch  a.  'W'hite,  1  JBtnff. 
iT.  0.J  4U.)    It  was  said,  in  Sands  a.  Clurd  (3  Zav.,  853),  that 
^'  the  warrant  of  no  man,  not  even  of  the  king  himself,  can 
excuse  the  doing  of  an  iUegal  act ;  for  although  the  commanders 
are  trespassers,  so  are  also  the  persons  who  did  the  act"  (Quille 
a.  Swan,  19  Johns.,  881.)    The  command  of  a  superior  to  do 
im  act  which  amounts  to  a  trespass,  is  no  justification  to  the 
inferior.    (Brown  a.  Howard,  14  Ib.y  119.)    The  dictum  seems 
to  be  modified  in  cases  where  the  act  of  trespass  is  afterwards 
adopted  and  ratified  by  the  crown.    (Burow  a.  Denman,  2 
jEocA.,  167.) 

But  while  ejectment  is  an  action  eahdeUcto, — ^the  act  com- 
plained of  being  technically  a  trespass  quare  clausum  /regit, 
sounding  in  damages  only,«-^and  is  a  possessory  action,  and  in 
this  State  has  taken  the  place  of  a  real  action,  to  try  the  ^^  mere 
right"  to  real  property,  it  is  in  substance  an  action  to  recover 
the  possession  of  the  premises,  and  must  be  brought  against  the 
'^  wrongful  occapant"  of  the  land.  (Ooodryght  a.  Gorett,  7 
T.  J?.,  827;  Brtnon  on  Parties,  246.)  Under  the  former 
practice,  before  judgment  could  be  taken  against  tfie  casual 
ejector,  the  declaration  must  have  been  served  upon  the  ^'  ten- 
ant in  possession,"  and  service  upon  a  person  upOn  the  premises 
in  any  other  capacity  would  not  have  sufficed.  He  was  the 
real  party  to  the  action,  the  one  to  be  dispossessed  by  a  judg- 
ment in  &vor  of  the  lessee  of  the  plaintiff.  Hence,  upon  a 
recovery  in  an  action  defended  by  the  landlord,  the  recovery 
could  only  be  had  for  the  quantity  of  land  in  the  possession  of 
the  party  served  as  the  tenant  in  possession  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action.  (Ferm  a.  Wood,  1  B.db  P.,  578 ;  Doe  a. 
Boe,  1  CK  JR.,  574.)  The  revisers  in  recommending,  and  the 
Legislature  in  adopting  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
by  which  the  proceedings  in  this  action  were  greatly  simplified, 


NEW  TOKK.  101 


People  «.  Ambreeht 


tnd  the  real  parties  {pade  to  tak6  the  place  of  fictitious  parties 
apon  the  record,  did  not  inteind  to  change  the  sabstance  of  the 
actioiL  The  revisers  in  their  note  say  ^Hhey  have  carefalljr 
adhered  to  the  leading  principles  of  the  action,  «o  as  to  make 
little  or  no  alteration  except  in  the  form  of  the  proceedings." 
(3  Ee».  Sua.j  8  ed.,  707.)  By  "  actual  occupant,"  in  designa- 
ting the  individnal  against  whom  the  action  might  be  brought, 
was  intended  no  more  than  the  "  tenant  in  possession,"  as  that 
term  was  used  in  the  former  practice.  Occupant  is  he  that  has 
possesBion,  one  who  has  the  actual  use  or  possession  of  a  thing. 
{WAfter^s  Die,;  JBurrUPa  Zaw  Die.y  h.  t)  A  tenant  in  pos- 
fieflsion  is  simply  one  who  holds  the  land  in  possession  or  occu- 
pancy. Was,  then,  this  defendant,  this  soldier,  the  "actual 
occupant,"  the  "  tenant  in  possession"  of  the  lands  granted  by 
this  State  to  the  United  States,  and  known  as  the  "  Fort  Grounds  ?" 
for  if  fio,  he  may  be  very  properly  treated  as  in  possession  of  all 
the  lands  within  the  inclosure,  and  claimed  and  occupied  by  the 
United  States  for  their  special  purposes,  including  the  strip  in 
dispate,  although  he  may  never  have  set  his  foot  upon  it,  or 
ezerciaed  any  control  over  it,  and  the  action  may  be  maintained 
aggiost  him,  in  case  the  plainti£b  establish  their  title.  A  per- 
son may  occupy  land,  as  he  may  do  any  other  act,  either  in  per- 
son or  by  an  agent  or  servant,  and  in  the  latter  case,  the  pos- 
seesion  and  occupation  of  the  agent  or  servant  will  be  that  of 
the  principal,  and  it  caniy)t  be  at  the  same  time  the  occupation 
of  the  servant. 

A  corporation  aggregate,  which  can  only  act  by  its  agents, 
can  acquire  a  title  by  disseizin,  and,  as  occupants  or  tenants  in 
poaaeesioD,  be  liable  to  an  action  of  trespass  and  ejectment 
(Doe  a.  Boe,  1  A.  di  K  If,  8.^  700 ;  Doane  a.  Broad-street 
Aaeociatiion,  6  Mom.,  332 ;  Dexler  a.  Troy  T.  &  K  B.  Co.,  2 
iSfiaZ,  629 ;  Bloodgood  a.  M.  &  H.  B.  B.  Co.,  18  Wend.,  9.)  A 
tenant  in  possession  may  reside  abroad  and  carry  on  his  busi- 
neaa  by  an  agent  residing  on  the  premises,  and  the  tenaint,  not 
tlie  ttgent^  will  be  the  proper  party-defendant  in  an  action  of 
ejectment.  (Doe  a.  Boe,  4  B.  <&  Ald.^  653.)  The  presump- 
tion is,  that  he  who  resides  upon  premises  is  the  occupant  or 
tenant  in  possession;  but  it  is  a  mere  presumption  which  must 
yield  to  evidence,  and  the  question  of  possession  is  one  of  fact, 
to  be  determined  upon  all  the  evidence  in  the  case.    In  an  ac 
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tion  of  ejectment,  brought  against  the  defandants  as  trustees  of 
a  chnrch,  it  was  held  to  be  a  proper  question  for  the  jary 
whether  the  defendants  were  actually  in  possession,  or  only  as 
trustees ;  in.  other  words,  to  determine  whether  thb  defendants 
were  in  possession,  or  the  corporation  through  them  as  its  offi- 
cers.   (Lucas  a.  Johnson,  8  JBarb.j  24^.)   Doe  a.  Staunton  (1 
C%»f.,  118 ;  same  case  somewhat  diiferently  reported,  2  ^.  dk 
Ald.y  37i)  decides  that  a  mere  servant  of  the  lawful  occupier 
of  an  estate  cannot  be  made  a  defendant  in  ejectment;  bat  that 
when  a  servant  in  the  visible  occupation  of  premises,  assumes 
the  character  of  the  tenant  in  possession,  he  is  liable  to  be 
made  defendant,  and  his  conduct  is  evidence  to  go  to  the  jmy 
to  presume  that  he  is  the  tenant  in  possession,  unless  that  fact 
is  rebutted  by  other  evidence.    In  that  case  the  defendant,  by 
his  conduct  and  language,  at  the  time  of  the  service  of  the  dec- 
laration, and  subsequently,  resisted  the  plaintiff.    He  did  not 
explain  the  character  of  his  occupation  when  he  might  have 
done  so.    Batlbt,  J.,  says:  ^'If  he  had  explained  the  true 
character  of  his  occupation,  he  never  could  be  .liable  to  an  ac- 
tion for  mesne  profits,  unless  his  occupation  was  in  the  charac- 
ter of  a  tenant."    Shaw  a.  McOrain  (12  Wend.^  568),  although 
not  decisive,  is  somewhat  to  the  point.    It  was  there  said,  al- 
though it  was  not  necessary  to  the  decision,  that  when  premises 
for  which  an  action  of  ejectment  is  brought,  are  actually  occu- 
pied and  possessed,  though  by  a  mer^  servant,  who  ckimB  no 
beneficial  interest  in  them,  and  labors  wholly  for  his  employer, 
the  action  must  be  brought  against  such  servant,  and  not  against 
his  principal.    It  was  decided  that  when  a  party  not  in  the 
actual  occupation  of  premises,  as  distinguished  from  the  exer- 
cise of  acts  of  ownership,  is  found  in  the  Cultivation  of,  and 
working  upon  such  premises,  and  an  action  of  ejectment  be 
brought  against  him,  it  is  competent  for  him  to  diow  that  he 
labors  upon  the  premises  as  the  mere  servant  of  another  ;  and 
if  the  jury  find  his  all^ation  to  be  true,  and  that  he  is  not  the 
tenant  of  the  premises,  he  is  entitled  to  a  verdict  in  his  favor. 
Under  what  circumstances  the  learned  judge  would  have 
deemed  the  mere  servant  the  occupant  and  tenant  in  posses- 
sion, and  subjected  him  to  the  action  of  ejectment,  and  charged 
him  with  the  mesne  profits  in  exoneration  of  the  principal  and 
employer  for  whom  he  labored,  does  not  appear.    It  cannot,  I 
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think,  be  claimed  under  the  intimation  of  Judge  Sutherland, 
that  a  servant  who  occupies  a  dwelling  or  a  farm,  which  is 
fomished  as  a  part  of  the  compensation  for  his  services,  and 
tilling  the  farm  under  the  direction  of  an  employer  for  jnonthlj 
wages,  exercising  no  control  over  the  farm  or  its  products,  ex- 
cept in  obedience  to  the  commands  of  his  employer,  is  an  actual 
occupant  of  the  farm  in  anj  sense  of  the  term.  Mesne  profits 
may  be  recovered  of  the  defendant,  upon  the  recovery  of  a 
judgment  by  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  of  ejectment  (2  JRev. 
StaL,  310,  §  63,  and  seq.)  And  it  is  nowhere  intimated  that 
a  party  liable  to  the  latter  action,  can  be  excused  from  liability 
lor  meai^e  profits  by  reason  of  the  character  of  his  occupation. 
It  is  not  reasonable  that  there  should  be  any  distinction,  and 
none  is  made  by  statute.  In  this  case,  there  is  no  dispute  as  to 
the  fisM^ts.  The  defendant  never  has  had,  or  claimed  to  have, 
any  interest  in  the  occupancy  or  possession  of  the  premises,  or 
to  have  had  any  possession  of  them  in  any  manner.  The  most 
that  he  had  claimed  is  to  be  in  charge,  under  his  superior  offi* 
een,  of  the  property  of  the  United  States.  He  is  a  soldier  in 
the  army  of  the  United  States,  having  certain  specific  duties 
aasigned  him  in  and  about  Fort  Ontario,  and  has  quarters  as- 
signed him  by  the  proper  authorities  for  his  residence  within 
the  fort  grounds,  bat  entirely  away  from  the  disputed  strip  of 
land.  The  premises,  so  far  as  they  were  occupied  at  all,  were 
occupied  by  the  United  States. 

The  iudividuds  in  temporary  command  or  charge,  whether 
officers  or  soldiers,  are  mere  servants,  acting  in  obedience  to 
the  lawful  commands  of  their  superior  officers,  and  all  under 
authority  of  law  and  the  general  government.  They  are  Ua- 
ble  to  be  removed  from  the  post  or  superseded  in  command  at 
any  moment,  and  are  not  occupants  or  tenants  in  possession  of 
a  single  foot  of  the  land  which  they  may  use,  or  be  upon,  in 
the  discharge  of  their  duties.  For  any  wrongful  act  to  the 
injury  of  the  property  of  others,  they  are  individually  liable; 
and  their  character  as  scddiers,  and  the  fSact  that  they  acted  in 
obedience  to  the  commands  of  their  superiors^  will  not  shield 
them. 

Perhaps  for  a  peaceable  entry  and  detainer  of  the  land  of  an 
individual,  proceedings  might  be  had  under  the  act  giving  re* 
dress  in  sucb  cases.    (2  Bev.  Sta/t.^  507.) 
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It  is  not  necesaaiy  to  consider  that  q&eBtioiu    It  is  enoa^^ 
that  the  defendant  in  this  action  is  not  the  occapant  of  tbo 
premises  in  dispute,  and  the  addon  will  not  lie  against  him.      If 
this  objection  wens  obviated,  another  diffiealty  woold  ha\ris  to 
be  met,  that  is  if  k  be  conceded*,  that  npon  a  Visible  occupae^ 
tion  in  all  respeets  like  that  of  the  defendant,  exo^t  that  lie 
was  acting  for,  and  representing  an  individual  instead  of  ti&e 
government,  an  action  of  ejectment  would  lie  against,  and  tbe 
possession  of  the  premises  recovered  from  him,  and  through 
him  his  principal  might  be  ousted,  it  ^oes  not  follow  that  th.e 
possession  of  the  government  can  thus  be  lost   ^^  As  the  United 
States  are  not  suable  of  common  right,  the  party  who  ipstitateo 
such  suit  must  bring  his  case  within  the  authority  of  some  act 
of  Congress,  or  the.  court  cannot  exercise  jurisdiction  in  it." 
(Per  Cbief-just^e  Marshall ;  United  States  a.  Clark,  8  Pef^r9j 
463;  and  in  Cohen  a.  Yirginia,  6  Wheai^  364.)     Ejectment 
could  not  therefore  be  brought  against  the  United  States  any 
more  than  an  action  of  assumpsit,  and  it  seems  to  follow  that 
they  cannot  be  indirectly  sued  in  the  person  of  their  ageats 
and  officers,  and  the  title  and  claim  thus  subjected  by  indirec- 
tion to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State  courts.    In  theory  it  ie  uur 
reasonable,  and  in  practice  it  might  prove  mischievous,  by  bring- 
ing the  State  and  national  sovereignty  in  conflict.    The  State 
by  its  militia  would  be  bound  to  execute  the  power  of  its  courta, 
and  give  possession  in  pursuance  of  a  judgment  in  ejectment, 
while  the  United  States  might  be  disposed  to  retain  possession 
of  its  fortifications  and  barracks  by  a  resort  to  force  if  necessary. 

Suppose  that  by  the  time  judgment  and  a  writ  of  possession 
should  be  awarded  to  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  should  be  court- 
martialed  or  superseded,  and  a  body  of  United  States  troops 
should  ooonpy  the  fort,  of  what  avail  would  the  power  of  the 
State  court,  and  the  posse  of  the  county,  be  to  the  plaintiff  in 
obtaining  poisse^on  of  the  premises!  Certainly  the  judgment 
in  an  action  against  a  soldier  would  not  bind  the  United  States, 
or  estop  them  from  claiming  title  in  hostility  to  it 

But  without  pursuing  the  subject  further,  I  am  of  the  opinion 
that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  judgment,  on  the  ground  that 
he  was  not,  at  the  conmienoement  of  the  action,  the  occupant  of 
the  premises. 

Order  entered  accordingly. 
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MOSELT  a.  MOSELY. 

Supreme  Courts  Sixth  District ;  Speddl  Term^  September ^  1860. 

AcnoK  OF  EjEcrlhsNT. — Death  of  Defendant. — Abatement. 

h  IB  action  under  the  Code,  to  recover  the  possettion  of  land,  corresponding  to 
the  former  action  of  ^eotment,  the  death  of  a  sole  defendant  before  Terdict 
^batei  the  action  ;  and  the  court  has  no  power  to«uthoriao  the  oontinuaaoe  of 
the  action,  bj  supplemental  complaint  or  oUierwiae,  agaio^  his  heirs  at  law. 

I  mm,  that  in  respect  to  this  question,  the  action  of  ejectment  stands  on  the 
nme  ground  as  that  of  replevin. 

Petition  for  leave  to  file  a  supplemental  complaint  to  con- 
tmue  the  action  against  thQ  heirs  at  law  of  the  defendant. 

This  was  an  action  in  the  nature  of  ejectment,  commenced  in 
1848.  A  verdict  and  judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the 
defendant,  which  was  affirmed  at  geperal  term.  The  Court  of 
Appeals  granted  a  new  trial ;  but  while  the  appeal  was  pending 
in  that  court,  the  defendant  died,  leaving  children. 

Samttd  Love^  for  the  motion, 
Betif.  O.  Ferrie^  opposed. 


Pabkik,  J. — ^This  is  an  application  \>j  the  plaintiff  to  eon- 
tinae  the  action  by  supplemental  complaint  against  the  heirs 
of  A^ron  Moselj,  die  original  defendant,  who  died  more  than  a 
year  prior  to  the  application. 

The  action  is  set  forth  in  the  petition,  (mi  which  alone  the 
spplieatiou  is  fotmded,  tha  complaint  not  being  befc^re  the 
^urt  It  was  bron^t  bj  the  plaintiff  in  1848,  '^  to  recover  in 
hia  own  right  in  fee  the  possession"  of  fifty  acres  of  land  there- 
in described ;  and  is  what  would  have  been,  under  the  old 
nomenclature,  an  action  of  ejectment. 

The  Code  (§  121)  provides  that  '^  no  action  shall. abate  by 
the  death,  ouurriage,  or  other  disability  of  a  party,  or  by  the 
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transfer  of  any  interest  therein,  if  the  cav^e  of  action  survive 
or  continue.  In  case  of  death,  marriage,  or  other  disability  of 
a  party,  the  court,  on  motion,  at  any  time  within  one  year 
thereafter,  or  afterwards  on  a  supplemental  complaint,  maj 
allow  the  action  to  be  continued  by  or  against  his  representa- 
tive or  successor  in  interest  In  case  of  any  other  transfer  of 
interest,  the  action  shall  be  continued  in  the  name  of  (Le  ori- 
ginal party,  or  the  court  may  allow  the  person  to  whom  the 
transfer  is  made,  to  be  substituted  in  the  action.  After  a  ver- 
dict shall  be  rendered  in  any  action  for  a  wrong,  suqIx  action 
shall  not  abate  by  the  death  of  any  party ;  but  the  case  aball 
proceed  thefreafler,  in  the  same  mann.er  as  in  cases  where  the 
cause  of  action  now  survives  by  law." 

Whether  this  application  can  be  granted,  depends  on  the 
question  whether  the  cause  of  action  survives  or  contintees. 
For  although  a  trial  has  been  had,  and  a  verdict  against  the 
plaintiff,  that  has  been  set  aside^  and  a  new  trial  granted  upon 
appeal;  and  the  case  stands  in  respect  to  this  application,  as 
though  no  verdict  had  been  rendered.      * 

Does  the  cause  of  action,  on  which  this  action  was  brought, 
survive  or  continue  against  the  heirs  of  the  original  defendant, 
Aaron  Mosely  ?  This  question  would  seem  to  be  answered  by 
the  latter  clause  of  the  section  above  cited,  in  the  negative. 
The  action  is  for  a  '^  wrong*^  within  the  meaning  of  that  clause ; 
not  resting  in  fact  or  theory,  upon  any  breach  of  contract,  but 
upon  a  wrongful  withholding  by  the  defendant  of  the  possession 
to  which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled ;  and  if  for  a  wrong,  as  that 
clause  asserts  by  implication,  the  cause  of  action  does  not  survive. 

But  however  that  may  be,  it  certainly  does  not  survive  or 
continue  against  the  heirs  of  the  deceased  defendant,  unless  by 
virtue  of  some  statute.  At  common  law  the  cause  of  action 
did  not  survive,  and  the  action  abated. 

We  have  a.  statute  authorising  an  action  by  any  person, 
against  the  '^  executor  or  administrator  of  any  testator  or  in- 
testate, who,  in  his  lifetime,  shall  have  wasted,  destroyed,  or 
carried  away,  or  converted  to  his  own  use,  the  goods  or  chattels 
of  any  such  person,  or  committed  any  trespass  on  the  real  estate 
of  any  such  person."  (3  Bev,  Stat,j  202,  §  5,  6  ed.)  In  such 
case  the  cause  of  action  is  made,  by  the  statute,  to  survive, 
and  the  action  may,  therefore,  be  continued  against  the  ex- 
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eentor  or  ladiDuiistrator.  Bat  there  is  no  statute  continmng  a 
cmose  of  action,  like  the  one  on  which  this  action  was  brought ; 
and  if  not,  ther  action  cannot  be  continued  against  the  successors 
in  interest  of  the  deceased  defendant. 

This  construction  of  section  121  of  the  Oode  is  In  accordance 
with  the  opinion  of  Justice  Willard,  in  Putnam  a.  Van  Buren 
(T  Saw.  Pr,^  31)  ;*  although  that  case  may  have  been  decided 
upon  another  ground.  In  the^  case  of  Waldorph  a.  Bortle  (4 
Ihy  358),  Justice  A.  J.  Parker  came  to  a  different  conclusion ; 
but  he  puts  his  decision  on  section  118,  m^hich  provides  that 
^  any  person  may  be  made  a  defendant  who  has  or^  claims  an 
iaterest  in  the  controversy,  adverse  to  the  plaintiff,  or  who  is 
a^necessary  party  to  a  complete  determination  or  settlement  of 
the  questions  involved  therein.'' 

That  section,  as  it  seems  to  me,  has  no  bearing  on  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  action  had  abated  by  the  death  of  the  sole  de- 
fendant; nor  whether  the  action  ali:eady  commenced,  could  be 
continued  against  his  heirs ;  but  describes  who  are  proper  par- 
tiss^efendants  to  an  action  when  commenced,  or  while  pro- 
ceeding. TJnlesd  the  cause  of  action  for  which  this  action  was 
originally  commenced,  survived  or  continued  against  such 
parties  by  virtue  of  some  statute,  as  above  stated,  the  action 
abated,  and  could  ^ot  be  continued. 

It  is  not  enough  that  the  parties  against  whom  it  is  sought  to 
ooutinue  the  action,  have  succeeded  to  the  legal  rights  of  the 
original  defendant,  for  that  does  not  make  them  liable  for  the 
wrongful  act  of  such  defendant,  no  statute  casting  on  them 
BQch  liability. 

In  respect  to  this  question,  the  action  of  ejectment  stands  on 
the  same  ground  as  the  action  of  replevin.  In  Webber's  Ex.  a. 
Underbill  (19  Wend.^  447),  it  was  held,  upon  an  elaborate  dis- 
cussion of  the  question  upon  principle  and  authority,  that  the 
action  of  replevin  abated  by  the  death  of  a  bqIc- defendant,  and 
could  not  be  continued  against  his  executors,  even  upon  their 
own  application.  And  in  Hopkins  a.  Adams  (5  AlboM  Pr.^ 
851),  under  the  Code,  it  was  decided  by  the  Superior  Court  of 
the  city  of  New  York,  that  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  the 


0  To  similAr  effect,  •!«>,  is  .Mosely  a,  Albany  Kortherii  Byroad  Co.  (14  Bow, 
iV..  71;. 
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po666SGioii  of  Bpecific  personal  property  agpiM^  a  sole  <j 
ant,  wholly  abates,  if  the  defendant  dies  before  verdict  or  j  _ 
ment ;  and  the  conrt  has  no  power,  in  such  case,  to  order  thiO 
action  to  be  continued  against  the  personal  representatives  of 
the  defendant 

To  that  condiision  I  have  come  in  this  case.  ISie  court  has 
no  power  to  ordcar  the  action  to  be  continued,  by  supplemental 
complaint,  or  otherwise,  against  the  heirs  of  the  deceased  de- 
fendant 

The  motion  of  the  plaintiff  is  therefore  denied,  with  ten  dol- 
lars costs,  to  the  heirs,  of  opposing  the  motion. 


ANONYMOUS. 
Supreme  drwrt^  First  District;  At  Chambers^  Septernler^  I860. 

SUPPLEMEHTTABT  PBOCXBEDnSTOS. 

In  what  case  a  third  party  examined  in  supplementary  prooeedings  is  entitled  to 
ooets. 

Motion  for  costs  under  section  301  of  the  Code. 
Benedict  <b  Boa/rdma/i^  for  the  motion. 

BoKKBT,  J. — ^The  plaintiff  in  February,  1866,  recovered 
judgment  against  the  defendants  for  two  thousand  dollars  and 
upwards,  and  issued  execution,  which  was  returned  unsatisfied* 
Thej  also  inetiluted  supplementary  proceedings  against  the  de- 
fendants. In  March,  1859,  the  plaintiffs,  upon  affidavit  that  a 
third  person  named  had  property  of  the  judgment-debtors  of 
greater  value  than  $10,  obtained  an  order  for  the  examination 
of  ,suoh  third  peraon  under  section  294  of  the  Code.  The  ex- 
amination was  referred,  and  proceeded  before  the  referee  on 
two  days,  and  was  adjourned  to  20th  July,  1859,  when  said 
third  party  made  default  by  not  attending.    On  24th  January, 
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18M,  the  referee  reported  snch  deiaiilt,  with  the  examination 
taken  before  him,  to  the  court,  and  each  examination  afterwards 
proceeded  at  chambers  in  presence  of  the  conrt  on  three  dif- 
ferent days,  ending  on  23d  March.  Two  adjournments  were 
tfterwards  had,  but  nothing  was  done  on  the  adjourned  days. 
The  examination  was  long,  minute,  and  searching.  Several 
questions  were  objected  to  as  not  pertinent  to  the  inquiry,  or 
jnnnissible  in  this  proceeding,  and  some  of  them  the  party  .under 
examination  refused  to  answer,  and  at  times  there  appears  to 
have  been  w»Be  excitement  of  feeling  between  the  party  under 
examination,  and  the  plaintiffs  or  their  counsel.  No  property 
of  drfendants  has  been  discovered  by  this  proceeding,  and  the 
piQiy  examined  now  moves  for  costs  under  section  801  of  the 
Code,  and  in  my  opinion  he  is  entitled  to  the  full  amount  ($30) 
in  that  section  menticmed. 

When  an  executbu  has  been  returned  unsatisfied,  the  plain- 
tiff therein,  may,  under  section  292  of  the  Code,  institute  sup- 
plementary proceedings  against  the  defendant,  and  on  such 
proceedings  may,  under  section  295,  call  and  examine  as  wit- 
nesses all  persons  who  are  supposed  to  be  indebted  to  the  de- 
fendant, or  to  have,  or  have  knowledge  of,  any  property  be- 
longing to  him.  Persons  so  called,  and  examined  as  witnesses, 
are  entitled  only  to  witness-fees  for  attendance ;  and  if  found 
to  have  money  or  other  property  belonging  to  the  defendant,  or 
to  be  indebted  to  him,  may  then  be  compelled  to  pay  or  apply 
the  same  in  satisfaction  of  plaintiff's  judgment. 

The  plaintiff  may,  also,  at  his  election,  prosecute  supplementary 
proceedings  against  any  third  person  in  relation  to  whom  he 
can  make  or  obtain  an  affidavit  that  he  has  property  of  the 
jadgment-debtor,  or  is  indebted  to  him  in  an  amount  exceeding 
ten  dollars.  The  proceedings  are  summary,  but  in  the  nature 
of  an  equitable  action  to  obtain  money  or  property  to  w^ich 
plaintiff  claims  the  right  in  equity  to  have  applied  to  his  use ; 
snd  if  he  fails  in  the  proceeding,  I  can  see  no  reason  why 
plaintiff  should  not  pay  to  the  respondent  costs  in  like  manner, 
tt  if  he  had  prosecuted  an  action  against  the  respondent,  and 
fs3ed  therein.  In  the  view  I  take  of  these  sections  of  the  Code, 
supplementary  proceedings  against  a  third  party  are  seldom 
i^ocessary  when  the  judgment-debtor  is  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court,  and  should  only  be  commenced  when  the  plain- 
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tiff  knowB,  or  has  information  from  the  party  himself,  or  others 
on  which  he  can  rely,  that  snch  party  has  property  which,  under 
the  Oode,  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  applied  on  his  judgment ; 
and  even  in  such  case,  and  when  property  is  discovered,  in  my 
opinion  a  party  respondent  who  has  been  guilty  of  no  fraud  or 
concealment,  but  has  been  always  willing  to  pay  or  apply  the 
money  or.  property  in  his  hands  as  should  be  just  and  equita- 
ble, and  has  only  sought  to  protect  himself  against  a  double 
claim  therefor,  should  be  allowed  reasonable  costs  out  of  the 
funds  in  his  hands.  The  same  rule  as  to  costs  should  apply  .as 
in  cases  of  interpleader. 

But  when  a  respondent  has,  from  the  beginning,  denied  hav- 
ing any  property  of  the  judgment-debtor  in  his  hands  or  under 
his  control,  and  after  several  days'  attendance,  and  a  long  and 
searching  examination,  it  is  decided  that  his  denial  was  true, 
he  is  surely  equitably  entitled  to  reasonable  costs,  so  far  as 
allowed  by  law. 

In  this  case,  thirfy  dollars  costs  are  allowed  to  the  re- 
spondent 


SAWYER  o.  CHAMBEBS. 
Supreme  Oaurt^  First  District}  At  dumherBy  SepUfnJber^  1860. 

Pabhes. 

The  ooart  will  not  order  new  parties-defendAnt  to  be  brought  in  against  the  witt 
of  the  plaintiff,  unless  their  presence  is  necessary  to  the  determination  of  the 
action. 

Motion  to  make  third  persons  defendants  in  the  cause. 

Inobahak,  J. — ^The  action  in  this  case  is  against  tiie  indorsers 
of  a  jpromissory  note. 

It  seems  to  be  conceded  that  they  are  mere  accommodation 
indorsers,  and  they  move  for  an  order  to  make  the  drawers  of 
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the  note,  or  the  repreeentatire  of  the  drawers  a  partj-defend* 
ant,  or  to  staj  the  plaintifis'  proceedings  until  the  final  deter- 
mination of  the  action  pending  on  behalf  of  such  drawers 
agaiimt  the  plaintifiB. 

From  an  examination  of  the  complaint  in  that  aotion,  it  is 
very  apparent  that  it  contains  no  canse  of  action  against  the 
plaintiffs  here.  It  professes  to  be  brought  bj  the  assignee  of 
the  company  against  Sawyer  and  others ;  avers  the  assignment 
to  have  been  executed  in  December,  1848,  by  the  corporation, 
and  that  the  action  is  founded  on  a  contract  madd  with  the 
assignee  in  July,  1858.  It  sets  up  no  contract  with  the  corpora* 
tioQ,  and  no  facts  out  of  which  a  claim  could  arise  in  behidf  of 
the  plaintiff  \a  that  action,  either  in  his  own  right,  or  by  virtue 
of  the  assignment. 

To  stay  the  proceedings  in  this  action  until  the  other  was  de- 
dded,  would  be  a  mere  delay  on  the  part  of  the  creditors  here, 
for  no  apparent  good,  and  without  any  probable  result  in  that 
action  to  alter  the  rights  of  the  parties.  In  the  answer  of  the 
defendants  in  this  action,  however,  the  facts  are  differently 
stated,  and  if  proved,  could  undoubtedly  show  a  cause  of  action 
in  behalf  of  the  company  against  the  present  plaintiffs,  which 
would  more  tlian  cover  any  claims  they  have  upon  the  note  on 
which  they  sue,  so  far  as  relate  to  the  company. 

Hie  only  question  therefore  is,  whether  the  court  can  order 
a  phuntiff  to  sue  a  person  against  his  will,  where  it  is  not  neces- 
saij  for  the  decision  of  the  action  which  he  has  brought  against 
a  third  person* 

The  more  usual  course  would  be  the  commencement  of  an 
action  by  the  sureties  against  all  the  parties  setting  up.  the  facts 
in  these  papers,  and  to  ask  the  aid  of  the  court  in  equity  for  this 
protection. 

I  doubt,  however,  the  power  of  the  court  by  an  order  such 
18 18  asked  for  in  this  case,  to  convert  an  action  at  law  for  the 
recovery  of  a  debt  into  an  action  in  equity,  to  be  tried  in  a 
different  manner,  and  involving  very  different  issues. 

If  such  an  order  could  be  made  as  the  defendants  ask  for,  to 
bring  in  as  defendant  the  drawer  of  the  note,  I  am  at  a  loss  to 
Bee  how  it  could  avail  them.  The  plaintiffs  would  still  be  en- 
titled to  recover  against  the  indorsers  on  the  note  distinct  from 
the  maker,  and  I  know  of  no  case  where  a  counter-claim,  set  up 
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by  one  party  to  »  note  against  the  holder,  can  be  made  available 
for  the  defence  of  another. 

The  statute  as  to  sning  all  the  parties  to  a  note  in  one  aotion, 
has  not  been  repealed,  and  that  statute  permits  a  severaaoe  of 
the  action  at  any  time  to  take  judgment  against  any  of  the 
parties.  This  right  cannot  be  taken  away  by  a  mere  order  of 
the  court  as  to  adding  parties. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  defendants  have  no  remedy  by  wbieh 
they  can  make  the  drf(6nce  to  the  note  in  snit  which  they  desire, 
except  by  the  mode  suggested  before,  viz.,  the  bringing  on  ac- 
tion against  all  the  parties,  and  seeking  relief  for  the  sureties 
in  equity.  Whether  the  facts  disclosed  in  the  defendanls'  an- 
swer are  sufficient  for  that  piierpoee,  it  is  not  necessary  for  me  now 
to  decide. 

This  motion  must  be  denied ;  ten  doUars  costs  to  abide  eyent* 


'     EIBEMA25'  a.  SWAN. 
Neno  York  Superior  Qowt}  Special  Terih^  September^  1860. 

XTNDEBTAKnro. — ^Insolvency  of  Surett. 

Hie  ooQxt  will  not  require  a  party  who  has  giTen  security  with  t;wo  sureties,  as 
Ihe  donditiou  of  a  fkvor  iftiown  by  the  oouxt|  to  reiie#  Ihe  security  merely  be- 
cause one  surety  has  beoom»  inioWent. 

Motion  to  compel  defendant  to  add  another  surety  to  his 
bond,  given  on  opening  an  inquest 

BoffwoBTH,  J. — Where  an  inquest  which  has  been  taken 
against  a  defendant  has  been  set  aside  bj  the  courts  and  the 
defendant  allowed  to  try  the  cause  on  giviiAg  a  bond  with  two 
sufficient  sureties^  conditioned  to  pay  any  j'ddgment  that  ihay 
be  recovered  in  the  action,  and  such  bond  is  given  with  two 
Sureties  who  justify,  the  defendant  will  not  be  required  to  file 
another  bond  with  one  good  surety,  merely  because  one  of  tiie 
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soielieB  in  the  bond  actually  giv^u  has  become  insolvent.  (15 
jffiw.  Pr.,  130 ;  4  AVbotU^  Pt.,  460.) 

in  this  case  there  has  been  a  trial  since  the  inquest  was 
opened.  The  plaintiff  recovered,  and  the  court  at  general  term 
has  granted  a  new  trial,  ^e  moving  affidavits  do  not  intimate 
that  one  of  the  sureties  is  not  now  abundantly  sufiSksient,  and 
the  opposing  affidavits  represent  him  as  abundantly  good,  and 
the  defendant  to  be  personally  able  to  pay  any  judgment  that 
may  be  recovered. 

The  motion  to  compel  the  defendant  to  give  a  new  bond  with 
cm  good  surety  is,  therefore,  denied. 


WEBBER  «.  MORTTZ. 
Neu)  York  Superior  Ccvrt;  Special  Term^  September^  1860. 

Abbbst. — ^Motion  to  Yaoatb. 

An  order  of  airest  shoiild  not  be  TBcated  merely  on  the  groond  ibat  one  of  the 
plain  tfffii  b  not  a  proper  party. 

This  was  an  action  brou^t  by  a  husband  and  wife  to  recover 
for  an  assault  committed  upon  the  wife.  The  plaintiff  obtained 
an  order  of  arrest ;  whidi  the  defendant  now  moved  to  vacate. 

BoswoBTB,  J. — ^The  defendant  moves  to  vacate  the  order  of 
arrest  heretofore  made  in  this  action,  and  moves  on  the  affidavit 
on  which  it  was  granted*  That  affidavit  states  that  the  defend- 
ant violently  assaulted  the  said  Bertha;  injured  her  severely; 
and  that  the  husband  has  sustained  special  damage,  which  is 
stated. 

The  defendant  insists  that  there  is  a  misjoinder  of  parties ; 
dimt  if  the  action  be  treated  as  one  to  recover  the  husband's 
vpedal  damage,  he  alone  should  sue ;  and  that  if  it  be  an  ac- 
tion to  recover  damages  for  the  injury  to  the  wife,  she  should 
be  the  sole  plaintifll    He  further  insists  that  a  demurrer  for  the 
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miBJoinder  would  be  sustained^  and  that  the  order  ehoald  there- 
fore be  vacated. 

The  statute  of  1860  (ch.  90,  §  2),  provides  that  any  married 
woman  may  sue  in  her  own  name  to  recover  damages  for  anj 
injury  to  her  person,  the  same  as  if  she  were  sole;  and  that  the 
damages  recovered,  or  received  on  a  settlement,  shall  be  her  sole 
and  separate  property.  Assuming  that  she  should  sue  alone, 
it  is  not  clear  that  the  defect  can  be  reached  by  demurrer. 
(7  Abbotts'  Fr.y  41 ;  17  JT.  F.,  592 ;  16  How.  Pr.,  195.)  The 
authorities  on  this  point  seem  to  be  conflicting.  But  assoming 
that  a  demurrer  will  lie,  I  think  the  plaintiffs  would  be  allowed 
to  amend  the  summons  and  complaint  on  terms.  Inasmuch  as 
the  affidavit  shows  a  cause  of  ac^on,  and  the  only  defect  is  that 
there  is  one  plaintiff  more  than  there  should  be,  and  as  that 
defect  is  amendable,  I  do  not  think  the  motion  should  be 
granted. 

It  is  denied,  but  without  costs. 


THE  PEOPLE  on  rel.  THE  COMMISSIONEES  OF  KEO- 
ORDS  a.  THE  SUPERVISOBS  OF  N.  Y. 

Supreme  Oourt^  First  District;  General  Tenn^  September^  1860. 

Taxes. — ^Mandamus. 

Although  a  statute  under  which  public  expenses  are  incurred,  xoaj  be  unoOnstl- 
tutioDal,  a  tax  may  properly  be  levied  to  meet  the  expenses. 

The  act  of  April  17,  1860,  imposes  on  the  supervisors  of  the  county  of  New  York 
the  duty  of  collecting  the  expenses  of  the  Commissioners  of  Records.* 

Of  the  oases  in  which  the  imposition  of  a  tax  may  be  compelled  by  mandamus. 

Appeal  from  an  order  granting  a  mandamus. 

Pursuant  to  chapter  407  of  the  Laws  of  1855,  the  Commis- 
sioners of  Becords  incurred  expenses  in  executing  the  duties 

•  See  a  former  decision  la  this  matter,  10  AnUf  288. 
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derolved  upon  them,  and  made  contracts  for  copying  and 
printing  the  Indexes  of  Becords  in  the  register's  oi&ce ;.  and,  in 

1859,  made,  appliciation  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  raise  the 
amount  necessary  to  enable  tbem  to  complete  their  duties  under 
theafcaiote. 

l^e  Board  of  Supervisors  refused  to  do  so,  on  the  ground 
that  the  act  of  1855  was  unconstitutional. 

niereiipon  the  Legislature,  in  1860  (ch.  509,*  §  6),  enacted 
that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  be  empowered  to  cause  to  be 
nised  and  collected  the  further  sum,  not  exceeding  $80,000,  to 
meet  and  pay  whatever  sum,  up  to  that  amount,  might  be 
fooiid  due  to  the  contractors  with  the  Commissioners  of  Bec- 
ords ;  and  that  the  comptroller  be  authorized  to  pay  the  amount 
when  the  same  shall  be  judicially  determined. 

This  provision  is  part  of  the  general  tax-levy  for  the  year 

1860,  and  was  passed  on  the  17th  of  April,  1860. 

On  the  22d  of  May,  1860,  the  Commissiouers  of  Becords 
certified  to  the  'comptroller  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  that 
there  was  due  to  the  contractors  for  work  under  si^id  act  of 
1855,  the  sums  of  $65,783.51,  $1,953,  $1,645.48,  and  $3,562.32, 
and  required  said  Board  of  Supervisors  to  cause  said  sums  to 
be  raised  pursuant  to  the  said  acts  of  1855  and  1860,  which  the 
Board  of  Supervisors,  up  to  26th  of  July,  1860,  neglected  and 
refused  to  raise. 

On  the  26th  of  July,  1860,  an  order  was  granted  for  the 
Boaid  of  Supervisors  to  show  cause  on  the  6th  of  August,  why 
a  mandamus  should  not  issue  to  Aem,  commanding,  them  to 
raise  the  said  sums. 

lliat  motion  was  argued  before  Mr.  Justice  Sutherland,  who, 
on  the  10th  of  September,  1860,  decided  that  the  motion  be 
granted,  and  the  mandamus  asked' for,  issue. 

Sutherland,  J. — ^The  grant  by  the  Legislature,  of  an  ofScial 
power,  involves  a  corresponding  public  duty ;  and  where  the 
power  is  not  expressly  discretionary,  its  exercise  id  a  peremptory 
poblie  duty. 

Ihe  mere  constitutional  grant  of  the  power,  without  any  ex- 
press or  positive  injunction  of  its  exercise,  makes  its  exercise  a 
peremptory  duty,  when,  or  as,  an  occasion  for  its  exercise  arises ; 
aoless  the  statute  conferring  the  power^  expressly  leaves  it  to 
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the  discretion  of  the  officer  or  officers  upon  whom  the  power  is 
conferred,  whether  he  or  they  shall,  or  shall  not,  exercise  the 
power. 

Public  official  powers  mnst  be  supposed  to  be  granted  from 
public  motives,  and  for  the  public  good,  and  their  exercise  is 
not  a  matter  of  discretion,  unless  expresslj  made  so. 

It  follows,  that  section  6  of  the  act  of  April  17,  I860,  entitled, 
*'  An  act  to  enable  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  coimtj  of 
New  York  to  raise  money  by  lax  for  city  purposes,"  Arc,  is  in 
effect,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  tiie  Board  of  Supervisors,  a  legisla- 
tive mandamus,  directing  them  to  cause  to  be  raised  and  col- 
lected by  tax,  ^Hhe  further  sum^  not  exceeding  eighty  thousand 
dollars,"  therein  mentioned,  either  absolutely,  and  without  any 
condition  or  limitation  whatever,  or  conditionally ;  that  is,  npon 
the  judicial  determination  referred  to  in  the  section. 

llie  section  is  as  follows ': 

Sbo.  6.  ^'  And  the  said  Board  of  Supervisors  are  hereby  em- 
powered to  cause  to  be  raised  and  collected,  in  manner  as 
aforesaid,  the  further  sum,  not  exceeding  eighty  thousand  dol- 
lars, to  meet  and  pay  whatever  sum,  up  to  that  amount,  as  may 
be  found  due  to  the  contractors  with  the  Commissioners  of  Rec- 
ords of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York«  Hie  comptroller  is 
authorized  to  pay  said  amount,  when  the  same  shall  be  judi- 
cially determined." 

The  counsel  for  the  supervisors  insist,  that  they  are  not  au- 
thorized or  obliged  by  this  section  to  cause  any  sum  whatever 
to  be  raised  by  tax,  until  the  amount  (if  any)  due  to  the  con- 
tractors with  the  Commissioners  of  Becords,  has  been  judicudly 
determined.  If  this  is  the  true  construction  of  the  section,  or 
if,  indeed,  the  judicial  determination  of  any  question  or  matter 
whatever,  is  by  the  section  made  a  condition  precedent  of  the 
duty  to  raise  by  tax  any  sum  whatever  for  the  purpose  men- 
tioned in  the  section,  tiien  the  mandamus  asked  for  by  the  rela- 
tors cannot  be  granted,  for  it  is  conceded  that  there  has  been 
no  such  jadictil  determination. 

The  question  then  is :  Were  the  words,  ^^  when  the  same  shall 
be  judicially  determined,"  intended  to  qualify  the  authority 
given  by  the  section  to  the  Boaird  of  Supervisors,  to  raise  a  cer- 
tain amount  by  tax,  or  exclusively  the  authority  given  by  it  to 
the  comptroller,  to  pay  such  amount  when  raised  i 
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Hie  sectioQ  i^  certainly  looeelj  and  obscurely  drawn,  but  it 
18  quite  clear  to  me  th^t  these  words  were  intended  to  qoalify 
ezclnfiivelj  the  authority  given  to  the  comptroller  to  pay  over 
the  money  to  the  relators,  or  to  the  contractors  with  them  when 
rused, 

^The  comptroll^  is  authorized  to  pay  said  amount  when  the 
same  shidl  be  judicially  determined,"  are  the  words  of  the  sec- 
tion relating  to  the  comptroller. 

When  what  is  judicially  determined  ?  What  do  the  words 
^  iMe  same^^  refer  to  ?  The  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  counsel 
were  certainly  quite  excusable  for  thinking  that  these  words 
refer  to  the  amount,  and  that  the  judicial  determination  con- 
templated was  a  jifdicial  determination  of  the  amount  due  to 
the  contractors  with  the  Commissioners  of  Records,  Such 
wonld  be  the  natural  and  grammatical  construction  of  the  sen- 
tence ;  but  the  Legislature  do  not  always  speak  good  grammar, 
or  mean  what  they  say ;  and  I  am  confident  that  in  this  in- 
stance, such  a  construction  would  not  be  in  accordance  with 
their  real  intention. 

We  must  assume  that  the  Legislature  adopted  and  passed 
this  section  with  knowledge  of  the  act  of  the  ISth  of  April,  1865, 
appointing  the  Cpmmissioners  of  Records,  and  of  its  provi- 
sions; and  with  knowledge  also  of  what  was  notorious,  that  the 
commissioners  had  entered  into  certain  contracts  with  parties 
for  the  execution  of  the  work,  or  the  accomplishment  of  the 
purposes  contemplated  by  the  acl^  that  considerable  work  had 
been  done  under  their  contracts,  for  which  pay  was  claimed ; 
that  application  had  been  made  to  the  Board  of  Superyisors  to 
raise  by  tax  a  sufficient  or  certain  amount  to  make  such  pay- 
ments ;  that  the  supervisors  had  refused  so  to  raise  any  amount 
for  that  purpose,  mainly,  if  not  jBolely,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  act  was  unconstitutional  and  void  ;  that  an  application  bad 
been  made  to  the  Supreme  Ck)urt  for  a  mandamus  to  compel 
them  so  to  raise  a  certain  sum  for  such  purpose,  which  had  been 
refused.  We  must,  I  think,  assume  that  section  6,  of  tlie  act  of 
1860,  in  question,  was  passed  at  the  instance  of  the  commis- 
cioners,  or  of  the  contractors  who  claimed  pay  under  their  con- 
traets  with  the  commissioners,  in  view  of  this  controversy  with 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  this  constitutional  question,  and, 
perhaps^  of  other  questions  for  judicial  determination,  aside 
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from  the  mere  ascertainment  of  the  amowit  due  for  *work 
under  the  contracts  which  had  been,  or  might  be,  raised  and 
agitated. 

It  does  not  appear  that  any  question  as  to  the  constmction  of 
the  contracts,  or  either  of  them,  has  ever  been  raised  or  sng- 
gested.    Assuming  the  original  act,  appointing  the  comii^is- 
sioners,  to  t)e  constitutional,  and  the  contracts  under  which  the 
work  has  been  done,  plain  and  unequivocal,  why  should  a  Jt^ 
dioicH  determination  be  required  to  ascertain  or  find  the  amoant 
due  for  work  under  the  contracts?    It  does  not  appear  that 
there  ever  had  been  a  question  as  to  the  amount  of  work  ac- 
tually done,  or  as  to  the  rate  of  compensation,  or  as  to  the  time 
or  times  of  payment,  and  I  cannot  think  tliat  the  Legislature 
passed  the  section  of  the  act  of  1860,  in  question,  in  view  of 
any  such  question.    From  the  nature  of  the  work,  I  cannot 
assume  that  the  Legislature  thought  there  would  be  any  con- 
troversy as  to  the  amount  of  work  actually  done ;  and  the  rate 
of  compensation,  and  time  or  times  of  payment,  being  fixed  by 
the  contracts,  the  supervisors  or  their  clerk  could  ascertain  the 
amount  due  for  the  work  actually  done,  without  the  aid  of  a 
judge  or  court.    Indeed,  if  in  the  course  of  a  legal  proceeding 
Or  action  it  should  become  necessary  for  the  court  to  ascertain 
the  amount  due  to  the  contractors  under  the  contracts,  such 
amount  would  probably  be  ascertained  by  a  referee  appointed 
for  that  purpose,  and  not  by  the  court.    I  think,  therefore,  if 
any  meaning  or  effect  at  all  i«  to  be  given  to  the  words,  "  when 
the  same  shall  be  judicially  determined,"  as  used  in  section  6  of 
the  act  of  1860,  that  they  must  be  held  to  refer  to  the  judicial 
determination  of  the  constitutional  question  above  referred  to, 
or,  at  all  events,  to  the  judicial  determination  of  some  question 
or  questions  other  than  as  to  the  amount  due  for  work  done 
under  the  contracts.    I  think  they  must  be  held  to  refer  to  the 
judicial  determination  of  some  question  or  questions  as  to 
whether  any  sum  or  amount  was  juaUy  or  legaUy  due  or  paya- 
ble, or  collectable  under  the  contracts,  assuming  their  construc- 
tion, the  amount  of  work  done  under  them,  and  the  rate  of  com- 
pensation, free  from  doubt ;  in  other  words,  to  some  question  or 
questions  as  to  the  legality  of  the  contracts,  or  the  authority  of 
the  commissioners  to  enter  into  them  so  as  to  legally  bind  the 
city  to  fulfil  them. 
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If  these  views  as  to  the  tonstruction  of  section  6  of  the  act 
of  1860  are  correct,  it  follows  on  the  undisputed  facts  which 
appear  from  the  moving  papers  in  this  case,  tiiat  it  is  the  dutj 
of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  cause  to  be  raised  by  tax  the  sum 
of  $72,034.26,  due  for  work  done  under  the  contracts, — assuming 
the  contracts  to  be  legal,  the  original  act  of  1855,  appointing 
the  commissioners,  to  be  constitutional,  and  the  contracts  to 
have  been  authorized  by  it ;  but  it  also  follows  from  this  con- 
Btmction,  that  the  comptroller  will  not  be  authorized  to  pay  the 
money,  when  so  raised,  to  the  relators,  or  to  the  parties  who 
have  done  the  work,  until  the  judicial  determination  referred  to 
in  the  section  has  been  had  or  obtained.  I  look  upon  this  sec- 
tion as  intended  to  compromise  or  settle  the  controversy  as  be- 
tween the  relators,  or  their  contractors,  and  the  Board  of  Super- 
vificHTB.  It  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to 
raise  by  tax  the  amount  found  due.  That  amount,  when  so 
raised,  is  to  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  comptroller  to  abide  the 
judicial  determination.  There  are  some  technical  objections 
made  to  the  granting  of  a  peremptory  mandamus  in  this  case, 
which  it  is  hardly  worth  while  to  notice. 

I  will  say,  however,  that  the  supervisors,  when  called  upon 
by  the  relators  to  raise,  or  to  take  the  necessary  steps  to  raise 
by  tax  the  sum  of  $72,034.26,  alleged  to  be  due  for  work  under 
the  contracts,  do  not  appear  to  have  then  questioned,  and  do 
not  now  on  this  motion  show  any  grounds  for  questioning,  the 
amount  due,  if  the  contracts  were  legal,  and  made  in  pursuance 
^of  a  constitutional  law,  and  binding  on  the  city.  When  so  re- 
quired to  take  the  necessairy  steps  to  raise  this  amount  by  tax, 
it  does  not  appear  that  in  words  they  refused  to  do  so,  or  ever 
have  so  refused ;  but  I  think  that  the  relators  had  a  right  to 
treat  their  neglect  or  delay  in  taking  these  steps,  and  their  ac- 
tion subsequent  to  the  requisition,  in  referring  the  matter  to  a 
committee,  <fec.,  as  equivalent  to  a  verbal  refusal  to  comply  with 
the  requisition.  I  do  not  say  that  this  delay  or  action  of  the 
supervisors  was  without  exct^^e,  for  certainly  section  6  of  the 
act  of  1860,  under  which  the  requisition  was  made,  is  suffi- 
eiently  obscnre  to  have  justified  considerable  hesitation  in  a 
compliance. 

The  result,  of  my  construction  of  this  section  is,  that  the 
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motion  of  the  relators  mnfit  be  granted,  and  the  mandamus 
asked  for,  issne. 
From  that  decision  the  defendants  appealed. 

A.  X.  Zawr&nce^  Jr.^  for  the  appellants. 

W.  ItiUertof^  James  T.  Brady ^  aad  Joh^  W.  JEimondA,  for 
the  respondents. — ^L  The  question  of  the  constitutionalitj  of  the 
act  of  1855  is  not  involred  in  this  application  ;  for,  even  if  the 
act  of  1855  is  nnconstitutional,  it  certainly  is  constitutional  and 
competent  for  the  Legislature  to  direct  tiie  Board  of  Supervi- 
sors to  raise  money  to  defray  the  expense  of  preserving  the 
county  records.    And  that  is  all  which  this  act  professes  to  do. 

II.  The  act  of  1860  does  not  prejudge  the  constitutional 
question,  but  leaves  it  open  to  be  contested  before  payment. 

m.  The  act  of  1865  is  not  uneonstitutiouaL  (Draper  a. 
Wood,  15  iT.  y.,  532 ;  Per  Habbib,  J.,  at  special  term  in 
Central  Park  Case.) 

lY.  The  act  of  1860  is  imperative  on  the  Board  of  Supervi* 
sors.  (People  a.  Westchester,  12  j^orft.,  452 ;  Begina  a.  Tithe 
Conwiissioners,  14  Q.  B^  474.) 

The  words  "  are  empowered"  mean,  must  or  shall,  becanae 
public  interests  or  rights  are  concerned ;  ajid  because  the  pub* 
lie  or  third  persons  have  a  claim  dejwre^  that  the  power  shall  be 
exercised.  (1  Ken£%  Chm.^  5  ed.,  467,  note  D. ;  Newburg  Turn- 
pike Co.,  a.  Miller,  5  John%,  Ch^  113  ;  Bex  a.  Barlow,  2  Salk^ 
609 ;  BlackwelPs  Case,  1  Vem.y  152 ;  Haloolm  a.  Eogers,  5 
Ccw.^  193 ;  Minor  a.  Michigan  Bank,  1  Pet.^  64.) 

By  tms  CouET.* — ^Allek,  J. — ^By  section  6^  of  the  tax  law  of 
1860  (ch.  509,  p.  1024  of  Session  Laws),  a  duty  was  imposed  upon 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  county  of  New  York,  to  cause 
to  be  raised  and  collected  during  the  cunint  year,  and  in  the 
manner  in  whieh  the  other  taxes  are  levied  and  collected  within 
the  city  and  county,  a  snm  not  exceeding  eighty  thousand  dol* 
lars,  to  pay  such  sum  as  may  be  found  due  to  the  contractors 
with  the  Commissioners  of 'Beoords  appointed  by  the  act  of 
1855  {Seas.  Lawa^  763).    The  act  is  imperative,  leaving  no 

*  Present^  Sothkblaxd,  Boxnet,  and  Allkv,  JJ. 
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dificredon  in  the  defendaBtB  whether  they  will  exercise  the  aor 
thority  conferred. 

Although  the  language  of  the  act  is  simply  enabling,  yet  aa 
it  confers  a  power  which  concerns  the  public,  as  well  as  indi- 
Tidnals,  it  is  not  merely  permissiye,  but  is  mandatory.  (Bex  a. 
Barbonr,  S  8alk.j  609 ;  1  ITent^s  Com.y  467 ;  Newburg  Turnpike 
Co.  a.  Miller,  1  John9.  Ch.,  118.) 

The  only  discretion  vested  in  the  supervisors  is,  as  to  tlie  amount 
within  the  prescribed  limits  which  they  will  cause  to  be  levied 
and  collected  upon  the  taxable  property  of  the  county  for  the 
purposes  named,  and  that  is  not  an  arbitrary  discretion,  al-^ 
though  in  its  exercise  their  determination  would  not  "be  the  sub- 
ject of  review- 

As  public  officers  they  are  required  to  exercise  their  best 
judgment  as  to  the  amount  which  will  probably  be  necessary  to 
pay  the  claims  intended  to  be  provided  for,  leaving  it  for  other 
(^oers  or  tribunals  to  decide  tiie  ulterior  question,  whether,  by 
law,  the  contractors  named  in  the  act  be  entitled  to  recover  any 
part  of  it. 

The  object  of  the  Legislature  was  to  provide  a  fund  for  the 
tlleged  claim  when  the  amount  should  be  judicially  determined^ 
Whether  it  was  wise  or  necessary  to  make  provision  for  col** 
lecting  from  the  taxpayers,  and  placing  in  the  custody  df  the 
financial  agents  of  the  city  and  county,  a  fund  i(x  the  payment 
of  a  contested  claim  in  advance  of  its  adjustment,  is  not  for  us 
to  decide. 

It  is  enough  that  the  Legislature,  in  the  exercise  of  its  taxing 
powers,  directed  it  to  be  done.  Conceding  the  act  of  1855  to 
be  unconstitutional,  and  all  contracts  under  it  to  be  invalid,  it 
does  not  follow  that  the  Legislature  might  not,  adjudging  the 
lerrices  to  be  performed  under  the  act  to  be  valuable  to  the 
county,  direct  their  payment  absolutely,  and  cause  a  tax  to  be 
levied  for  that  purpose.  (Town  of  Ghiilford  a.  Supervisors  of 
Chenango  County,  8  Kem^y  148.) 

They  have,  however,  only  directed  an  amount  to  be  levied 
tod  collected,  by  way  of  making  provision  for  the  payment  of 
the  chum  when  the  amount  shall  be  "judicially"  determined. 

The  constitutionality  of  the  law  of  1865,  or  4he  validity  of 
flie  acts  of  the  commisnoners  under  it^  are  not  before  us.  We 
do  not  undertake  to  decide;  and  cannot  upon  this  appeal  deoide, 
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whether  any  sum  whatever,  and  if  any,  what  amount,  is  due  or 
should  be  paid  to  the  claimants ;  and  these  questions  cannot  be 
determined  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  for  the  reason  that 
the  Legislature  haa  referred  them  for  decision  to  another 
tribunal. 

For  the  purpose  of  their  own  action,  the  supervisors  could 
adjudge  what  sum  would  probably  be  required  on  the  contin- 
gency that  the  cl^m  should  be  declared  valid. 

It  is  not  claimed  that  the  amount  required  by  the  order  ap- 
pealed from  to  be  raised,  is  unreasonable,  or  larger  than  should 
be  raised,  if  any  actioa  is  taken  under  the  section. 

On  the  contrary,  it  is  impliedly,  if  not  expressly  conceded, 
that  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  this  amount,  if  any 
thing,  should  be  raised. 

In  the  affidavit  of  the  president  of  the  board,  read  upon 
showing  cause  against  the  order,  it  is  not  claimed  that  there  is 
any  dispute  or  doubt  as  to  the  amount  which  will  be  necessary 
to  pay  the  claim,  if  the  claimants  shall  be  adjudged  entitled  to 
any  thing.  The  objection  is  rather  to  the  validity  of  the  act  of 
1855,  and  to  the  power  of  the  agents  of  the  county  to  incur 
expenses  chargeable  upon  the  county  whea  there  is  no  appro- 
priation in  the  treasury  to  pay  them. 

It  is  true,  that  it  is  stated  in  the  affidavit  that  the  board  has 
no  means  of  ascertaining  whether  the  expenses  had  been  in- 
curred, or  the  amount  of  such  expenses,  other  than  the  certif- 
icate of  the  commissioners. 

This,  however,  is  the  evidence  contemplated  by  the  act  of 
1855,  and  unimpeached,  is,  jprima/aciey  sufficient  to  authorize 
the  action  of  the  supervisors.  It  is  not  pretended  that  the 
supervisors  were  delaying  action  for  the  want  of  more  definite 
or  reliable  information.  The  counsel  for  the  appellants  does 
not,  in  his  printed  points,  object  that  the  order  should  not  have 
named  the  amount,  but  simply  directed  the  defendants  to  raise 
such  sum  as  they  should  judge  to  be  necessary. 

Perhaps  tlie  mandamus  might  have  been  in  that  form,  had  it 
heen  suggested  that  the  supervisors  questioned  the  amount,  and 
desired  to  pasd  upon  it 

But  the  contest  is,  really,  as  to  the  duty  of  the  supervisors  to 
act  at  all,  rather  than  as  to  what  sum  they  shall  raise ;  and  as 
they  are  not  to  judge  upon  the  validity  of  the  claim,  they  are 
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not  nt  liberty  to  refuse  to  name  the  amonnt  which  will  prob- 
ablj  be  necessary,  if  the  claim  is  valid,  to  satisfy  it  It  is 
claimed  that  the  application  is  premature,  and  that  there  has 
been  no  neglect  or  refusal  by  the  defendants  to  justify  the 
mandamus. 

If  this  were  so,  it  would  best  promote  public  interests  to 
pass  upon  the  merits  of  the  ccmtroversy,  rather  than  dis- 
pose of  the  matter  upon  technical  objections,  which  would  only 
lead  to  a  renewal  of  the  application,  and  another  process  of 
litigation,  during  which  the  assessment  levy  of  the  annual  tax 
most  be  suspended,  and  possibly  to  the  great  detriment  of  the 
conn^.  But  without  imputing  any  criminal  or  intaiitional 
D^ect  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  I  think  the  case 
shows  a  palpable  mistake  on  their  part  as  to  their  duty,  and  a 
delay  and  omission  to  act  snfScient  to  authorize  the  order  of  the 
court  to  put  them  in  motion.  The  4elay  evidently  arises  from 
a  misconstruction  of  the  act,  and  of  their  duty  under  it,  and 
WIS  not  a  delay  merely  because  a  proper  time  for  action  had 
not  arrived.  They  had  not  acted,  simply  because  they  did  not 
consider  themselves  bound  to  act. 

And  it  must  be  borne  in  mind,  that  the  provision  nought  to 
be  enforced,  ia  only  operative  for  the  current  year,  it  being  a 
part  of  the  act  providing  for  the  annual  tax-levy  upon  the 
county ;  and  that  the  whole  county  tax  authorused  by  the  act 
must  be  levied  in  a  single  assessment ;  and  that  if  this  tax  is 
omitted  in  the  tax-levy  for  the  year,  and  the  annual  assessment 
and  tax-roll  completed  without  it,  the  parties  interested  are 
remediless.  Again,  there  is  no  mode  of  compelling  an  imme- 
diate compliance  with,  or  a  direct  denial  of,  any  request  or 
demand  upon  the  supervisors  as  a  body.  Hence  their  refasal 
to  do  a  particular  act,  if  they  do  not  choose  to  come  to  a  direct 
vote,  and  to  which  they  cannot  be  brought  by  any  individual, 
most  be  determined  by  their  acts,  and  omissions  to  act.  An  indi- 
vidual is  not  called  upon  to  await  a  formal  vote,  to  which  they 
may  never  come,  when  by  so  waiting  the  time  and  opportunity 
for  action  may  be  lost;  as  in  this  case,  the  residue  of  the  tax  for 
the  year  may  be  assessed  and  collected,  and  this  omitted  by  the 
inaction  of  the  supervisors.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  without  imput- 
iDg  any  bad  faith  to  the  supervisors,  or  any  intention  to  disregard 
or  evade  the  law,  the  circumstances  justified  the  application. 
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The  certificates  and  youohera  were  prepared  about  May  23, 
1860,  and  at  a  meeting  of  the  board  on  that  4ay,  were  referred 
to  the  committee  on*  civil  conrts. 

On  the  10th  of  Jnly,  that  oonpimittee  reported  that  it  was  in- 
expedient to  raise  the  sum  claimed,  because  the  matter  had  not 
been  judicially  determined;  and  on  the  17th  of  July^  the  report 
was  recommitted  to  the  same  committee,  bat  for  what  pnrpoBo 
does  not  appear.  It  was  evidently,  however,  not  merely  to 
ascertain  the  amount,  or  probable  amoont,  of  the  claims. 

On  the  7th  of  A^pist,  after  the  issue  of  the  first  order  an 
their  proceedings,  the  board  had  a  meeting,  and  took  no  ao 
tion  in  the  premises.  I  think  the  relators  were  entitled  to 
more. 

It  is  i^so  objected  that  the  order  shonld  have  been  for  an  al* 
temative,  rather  than  a  peremptory  mandamus. 

But  this  was  a  case  palling  for  prompt  action  in  view  of  iho 
public  interests,  as  the  ta^-levy  for  the  year  was  awaiting  the 
dedsion.  ^ere  was  no  dispute  about  facets,  and  it  was  a  proper 
case  for  the  court,  in  the  exercise  <^  a  sound  discretion,  to 
make  the  writ  peremptory  in  the  first  instance,  the  parties 
having  been  fully  heard  upon  the  nierits.  (People  a.  Judges 
of  Cayuga  County,  2  Johns.  Ch.,  6& ;  MiDp.  Rogers,  7  Otno.^ 
626.) 

There  was  no  reason  for  subjecting  the  parties  to  the  delay 
incident  to  a  formal  procedure. 

It  is  proper  to,  say  that  we  have  only  to  do  with  the  first 
clause  of  the  section,  which  relates  to  the  action  of  the  Board 
of  Supervisors^  With  the  other  clause,  which  concerns  tlie 
comptroller  and  the  final  disposition  of  the  fund,  we  have  noth* 
ing  to  do.  Should  we  undertake  to  give  a  construction  to  the 
whole  section,  and  declare  the  duty  of  the  comptroller,  we 
should  go  beyond  our  jurisdiction,  and  our  declaration  would 
be  inoperative.  Tliere  may  well  be  a  diversity  of  opinion  as 
to  the  true  construction  of  the  last  clause  of  the  section;  but  it 
can  only  be  settled  when  the  money  shall  be  in  the  treasury, 
and  the  comptroller  shall  be  called  upon  to  act.  Perhaps  by 
that  time  an  explanatory  act  will  have  been  passed,  which,  if 
prepared  with  more  care  and  greater  skill  than  this,  and  with 
more  regard  to  precision  in  the  use  ot  words,  will  relieve  the 
comptroller,  as  well  as  the  courts,  from  the  necessity  of  spelling 
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out  the  l^iflladve  intentioii,  which  is  always  difScolt  to  do  from 
acts  nnartificiallj  drawn. 
The  order  should  be  aflSrmed,  without  costs. 

SOTHERLAND,  P.  J. — OoilCUrS. 

BoHNE7,  J. — ^I  coDcur  with  a  majority  of  the  court  in  opin- 
ion that  the  act  of  April  17, 1800,  imposes  upon  the  supervisors 
the  dufy  of  raising  and  collecting  not  exceeding  $80,000,  to  pay 
irhatever  sum  may  be  found  due  to  the  contractors,  with  the 
CommiesionMV  of  Kecords,  aad  that  the  coMStitutionality  of  the 
act  for  the  appointment  of  said  commissioners,  passed  April  13, 
1855,  caimot  on  this  application  be  questioned. 

Bat  to  authorize  the  interference  of  this  court  by  writ  of 
mandamus,  as  I  understand  the  law^  the  relators  must  show  a 
demand  or  request  to  perform  the  imposed  duty,  and  a  refusal 
iy  the  8upervis&fe  to  comply  thereitiih,  either  by  express  words, 
or  by  such  words  and  acts  as  satisfy  the  court  that  for  some  in- 
Bofflcient  tetmm  compliance  is  withheld,  and  a  determination 
evinced  not  to  do  what  is  required.  I  think  the  papers  in  this 
matter  show  a  sufficient  request,  but  I  am  not  satisfied  with  the 
evidence  of  refusal.  {&ee  Tapping^s  Mandamus j  282,  &c.,  and 
eases  cited.) 

Again,  the  act  of  April,  1860,  section  6,  as  I  construe  it,  vests 
in  the  Buperyisors,  and  not  in  this  court,  the  power  to  determine 
in  advance,  what  amount,  not  exceeding  eighty  thousand  dollars 
ynil  be  sufficient  to  pay  the  sums  which  *^  may  be  found  du^ 
to  said  contractors ;  and,  consequently,  in  my  opinion,  the  man- 
damus (if  granted)  should  command  the  supervisors  to  peiform 
the  duly  required  of  them,  and  raise  such  amount  as  they  shall 
det^rtnine  to  be  vafficient  for  the  purpose  specified. 
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ASBBST. — 7|&AT7D  IN  OoNTBAiOIIlf G  DeBT. 

Where  defendant  after  having  borrowed  money  on  a  promise  to  apply  it  to  s 
gpecific  use,  converted  it  to  another. 
Sm  that  he  was  liable  to  arreit  for  a  tend  in  oontractlDg  the  debt. 

Appeal  from  an  order  refusing  to  vacate  an  order  of  arrest. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion* 

« 

Bt  tbe  Ooubt. — BJCLTOK,  J. — I  can  perceive  no  reason  for 
vacating  the  order  of  arrest  granted  in  this  cfwe.  It  appears 
that  the  defendant  procured  the  money  of  the  plaintiff  upon 
representing  that  he  intended  with  it  to  establish  a  certaia 
business,  and  employ  the  plaintiff's  hnsband  as  derk,  at  a  salary 
equal  to  one-half  of  the  profits  to  be  derived  from  it  After 
thus  getting  possession  of  the  money,  instead  of  using  it  in  esr 
tablishing  the  business  contemplated,  be  appropriated  it  to  his 
individual  use^  and  thus  violated  the  promise  upon  which  he 
obtained  it.  I  think  upon  these  facts  we  are  justified  in  assam- 
ing  that  the  representatiouis  upon  which  the  plaintiff  was  induce^ 
to  part  with  her  money,  were  made  with  a  fraudulent  intent|  aad 
with  a  preconceived  design  to  defraud  her. 

But  it  is  claimed  that  the  promise  was  executory,  no  subse- 
quent state  of  facts  can  afford  any  presungiption  of  its  having 
been  made  with  a  fraudulent  design  and  intent,  unless  accom- 
panied by  proof  of  tbe  actual  state  and  condition  of  the  mind 
of  the  defendant  at  the  time  tli^  promise  was  made ;  and  as 
here,  this  proof  is  wanting,  the  case  does  not,  therefore,  (aJl 
within  the  provisions  of  the  Code  (§  179),  which  authorize  the 
arrest  of  a  party. 

The  answer  to  this  view  is,  that  the  language  of  the  section 
is  broad  and  general.  It  allows  the  arrest  of  a  party  in  every 
case  where  he  has  been  guilty  of  a  fraud  in  contracting  the 
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debt,  or   incumDg  the   obligation   for  which  the  action  is 
brought,  and  is  intended  to  cover  all  cases  where,  from  the 
facts  presented,  it  can  be  judicially  determined  that  an  actual 
fraud  was  intended  and  accomplished.    To  say  that  it  must  be 
oenfined  to  those  cases  when  the  proof  with  absolute  certainty 
shows  that  the  intent  of  the  party  at  the  time  of  incurring  the 
obligation  was  to  perpetrate  a  fraud,  and  that  such  an  intention 
cannot  be  presumed  from  subsequent  circumstances,  would  in 
effect  00  limit  the  application  of  the  section  as  to  render  it  com- 
paratively useless,  either  for  the  purpose  of  deterring  parties 
from  committing  a  fraud,  or  as  a  means  of  punishment  in  cases 
where  frand  is  established.    In  very  many  instances  it  is  im- 
possible to  show  the  intent  which  animated  the  party  at  the 
time  he  incurred  the  obligation,  except  from  his  subsequent 
conduct  and*  acts,  and  these  are  frequently  such  as  would  bring 
conviction  to  any  mind,  that  a  fraud  was  perpetrated  and  in- 
tended ;  and  thus,  in  the  present  case,  the  money  was  procured 
hj  inducing  the  plaintiff  to  believe  and  put  faith  in  the  repre- 
sentations of  the  defendant,  that  he  intended  with  it  to  establish 
a  bosiness  which  would  enable  him  to  give  employment  to  her 
hofiband,  while  at  the  same  time  she  would  be  secure  from  loss, 
as  the  business  would  in  its  very  nature  be  so  safe  and  lucrative  as 
to  enable  him  to  return  the  amount  loaned  at  the  epd  of  a  year. 
Having  induced  this  belief,  and  by  it  obtained  the  money  de- 
sired, instead  of  using  it  as  promised,  he  applied  it  to  other  and 
entirely  different  purposes ;  and  this  is,  in  my  opinion,  sufficiently 
established  by  a  reasonable  inference,  that  he  intended  at  the 
time  to  practise  a  fraud  upon  the  plaintiff.    He  certainly  knew 
that  if  he  had  represented  that  he  wanted  the  $5,000  for  his  in- 
dividual purposes,  that  he  intended  going  into  no  business,  and 
did  not  purpose  giving  employment  to  her  husband,  she  would 
not  have  parted  with  her  money ;  but  knowing  her  desires,  he 
shaped  his  promises  accordingly,  and  thus  by  fraud  and  decep- 
tion incurred  the  obligation  now  sought  to  be  enforced  in  this 
action. 

Were  this  not  so,  he  would  have  returned  her  the  money 
when  he  found  he  conld  not  fulfil  the  promises  upon  which  he 
obtained  it;  and  not  having  done  so,  renders  him  liable  to  the 
consequences  which  the  law  awards  for  such  conduct. 
Order  at  special  term  affirmed,  with  $10  costs. 
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REED  a.  BTJTLER. 
N'ew  York  Common  Pleas;  Oeneral  T&rm^  Jul/y^  1860. 

MonON* — ^ASATBMSNT  AHD  RsVIYAL. 

If  a  party  diet  pending  a  motion,  the  decision  of  irhlcli  will  not  finally  deteiv 
mine  the  action,  an  order  of  revival  most  be  liad  before  the  decision  of  anch 
motion  can  be  entered. 

The  plfdntlff  moved  to  strike  ont  the  answer  of  defendant, 
and  after  the  motion  had  been  argued  and  submitted  to  the 
court,  he  died. 

By  the  OotBT. — Dalt,  J. — The  plaintiff  having  died  before 
the  motion  was  decided,  no  further  proceeding  could  be  taken 
in  the  cause  until  a  motion  was  made  to  revive  the  suit,  and  the 
order  entered  was  a  nullity.    The  death  of  the  plaintiff  after 
the  motion  was  argued,  was  no  reason  for  entering  up  the  order 
as  of  the  day  of  the  argument.    In  courts  of  equity  it  is  the 
practice,  when  a  party  dies  after  a  cause  has  been  submitted 
upon  the  final  hearing,  for  the  court,  notwithstanding,  to  go  on 
and  render  its  decision,  and  direct  a  final  decree  to  be  entered 
up  as  of  the  day  when  the  cause  was  submitted  for  decision. 
(Davis  a.  Davis,  9  Vea.^  461 ; ,  Campbell  «.  Mesier,  4  Johns.  CA., 
342 ;  Wood  a.  Keyes,  6  Pa{ge^'4:7S.)  This  practice  was  adopted 
directly  from  its  analogy  to  the  change  which  had  been  effected 
by  statute  in  the  practice  of  the  common-law  courts.    At  com- 
mon law  the  action  abated  by  the  death  of  either  party,  but  by 
the  IT  of  Car.  II.  (S.  8. 1,  8),  and  9  of  W.  HI.  (0.  11,  86),  if  it 
occurred  after  verdict  or  after  interfocutory  judgment,  judg- 
ment might  be  entered  up  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the 
statute.    Tliere  was  a  reason,  however,  for  the  course,  which 
does  not  apply  here.    When  a  cause  is  submitted  upon  a  final 
hearing,  there  is  nothing  more  to  be  done  by  either  party  in 
the  presentation  or  defence  of  it    The  parties  have  been  Ailly 
heard.    The  court  being  possessed  of  the  whole  case,  may  make 
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its  decree;  and  if,  after  that,  something  remains  to  be  done,  as 
to  enforce  the  decree,  there  must  be  a  revivor.  But  in  this 
case  the  cause  was  not  at  issue.  The  motion  was  to  strike  out 
the  defendant's  answer.  It  was  heard  before  the  plaintiff's 
death,  but  as  the  decision  of  it  would  not  put  an  end  to  the 
suit,  no  order  could  be  entered  striking  out  the  answer  until  an 
order  was  first  obtained,  reviving  the  suit  in  the  name  of  the 
proper  party. 


SEIZEE  a.  MAn. 
Sitprtme  GcmH^  First  District;  General  Term^  August^  1860. 

CORPOBATION. — ^LlABIUTT  07  DiBSOTOBS  FOB  OvBB-IsSUE. 

Btreeton  of  a  oorpomtlon,  who  iaroe  unanthoriied  oertifkatcB  of  stock,  are  not 
liible  directly  to  ultimate  paichaMra  of  the  stock,  who  made  no  contract  with 
them,  and  did  not  act  on  their  representations. 

Appeal  from  order  overruling  demurrer  to  complaint. ' 
llie  substance  of  the  complaint  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

The  defendants  severally  demurred  to  the  complaint,  on  the 
ground,  among  others,  that  it  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

These  demurrers  were  overruled  by  the  special  term,  with 
costs.   The  case  is  reported,  6  Ante^  270,  note. 

From  these  orders  overruling  the  demurrers,  the  defendants 
appealed  to  the  general  term. 

/.  if.  Van  Gotty  for  the  appellants. 
&W,(kS.  B.  HooseveUj  for  the  respondents. 

Bt  the  Coubt.*— The  complaint  in  this  action  substan* 
My  states,  that  "  The  Parker  Vein  Coal  Company,"  a  foreign 

*  Present^  SlmnaLANP,  BoviriT,  and  LvoNAftn,  JJ . 
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corporation,  by  its  act  of  incorporation,  had  a  capital  stock  of 
three  millions  of  dollars,  divided  into  shares  of  $100  each,  and 
prior  to  April,  1854,  had  issued  certificates  of  stock  for  snch 
shares  to  the  full  extent  of  its  capital,  which  certificates  y^-ere 
outstanding  and  valid ;  that  afterwards  the  defendants,  as  presi- 
dent and  vice-president  of  the  corporation,  issued  and  sold  stock 
beyond  the  authorijEed  capital,  and  that  the  plaintiff  afterwards 
bought  from  parties  (not  named  in  the  complaint)  3,000  shares 
of  such  over-issued  stock,  believing  it  to  be  genuine ;  but  that 
it  is  void  in  law,  and  of  no  value ;  wherefore  the  plaintiff  claims 
that  the  defendants  are  liable  to  him  for  the  price  paid  there- 
for, with  interest. 

The  complaint  alleges  that  the  defendants,  by  the  issue  and 
sale  of  such  spurious  certificates  of  stock,  held  out  the  false 
pretence  that  the  purchasers  thereof  would  obtain  thereby  the 
rights  and  privileges  of  stockholders  in  said  corporation  ;  but 
the  complain^  does  not  allege  that  the  defendants,  or  either 
of  them,  issued  or  transferred  the  3,000  spurious  shares,  or 
any  part  thereof,  or  any  spurious  certificates,  directly  to  the 
plaintiff. 

There  is  an  allegation  in  the  complaint  that  the  plaintiff,  at 
various  times  dm'ing  the  months  of  April  and  May,  1854, 
bought  certificates  in  the  aggregate  for  3,000  shares  of  stock,  pay- 
ing thenefor  $19,250,  supposing  them  to  be  genuine ;  but  it  is 
not  alleged  or  pretended  in  the  complaint  that  the  plaintiff 
bought  these  certificates,  or  any  of  them,  of  the  defendants. 

There  is  an  allegation  in  the  complaint  that  the  plaintiff  was 
induced  to  pay  the  sum  aforesaid,  by  the  fraudulent  acts  and 
false  pretences  of  defendants ;  but  no  allegation  that  the  false 
pretences  were  made  by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff;  or  that 
the  fraudulent  acts  consisted  in  a  transfer  of  the  spurious  certif- 
icates from  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  allegation  in  the  complaint  is,  that  the  spurious  certif- 
icates were  thrown  into  the  nntarket  by  the  defendants,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  was  induced  to  pay  the  sum  aforesaid  by  the  fraud- 
ulent acts  and  false  pretences  of  defendants. 

The  substance  and  theory ^of  the  complaint  plainly  is,  tiiat 
the  defendants,  officers  of  the  corporation,  wrongfully  and 
fraudulently  issued  false  certificates  of  stock  beyond  the 
chartered  power  or  right  of  the  corporation ;  that  in  the  course 
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of  time,  a  parcel  of  these  false  certificates,  purporting  to  repre- 
sent 3,000  shares  of  genuine  stock,  came  into  the  hands  of  the 
plaintiff  by  purchase,  not  of  the  defendants,  but  of  third  par- 
ties, who  bad  taken  them  either  directly  or  reniotely  from  the 
defendants. 

Hie  question  is,  whether  the  complaint  shows  any  cause  of 
action,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  against  the  defendants  ? 

I  think  it  does  not.  Tliere  is  no  privity  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  defendants.  The  plaintiff  has  remedy  against  the 
party  or  parties  of  whom  he  purchased  the  pretended  stock,  or 
false  certificates  for  pretended  stock.  (Kendall  a.  Stone,  1  Sdd.^ 
14 ;  Gompertor  a.  Bartlett,  75  Eng.  C.  L.  jS.,  849  ;  Kempson  a. 
Saanders,  4  Bing.^  5 ;  Nockrell  a.  Crosby,  8  Boflrn, ;  2  Oraes^ 
814.)  The  party,  or  parties,  to  whom  the  defendants  directly 
isBued  the  false  certificates,  has,  or  have,  his,  or  their,  remedy 
against  the  defendants ;  but  the  plaintiff  has  no  remedy  against 
the  defendants  on  the  facts  stated  in  the  complaint  On  these 
facts  it  must  be  presumed  that  the  defendants  intended  to  injure, 
and  did  injure,  tiie  party  or  parties  to  whom  they  directiy  issued 
or  transferred  the  certificate. 

The  plaintiff's  case  is  not  within  the  principle  of  the  decision 
in  Thomas  a.  Winchester  {2JSdd.y  897);  but  it  is,  I  think,  within 
the  principle  of  the  decisions  in  Mechanics'  Bank  a.  N.  H.  R. 
R.  Co.  (8  Xem^  599) ;  Farmers  and  Mechanics'  Bank  of  Kent 
Connty  a.  Batchers  and  Drovers'  Bank  (16  IT.  Ti,  125) ;  and 
Zabriskie  a.  Smitii  (3  Kern.,  880). 

Hie  order  of  the  special  term,  overruling  the  defendants'  de- 
murrers, should  be  reversed,  with  $10  costs,  and  the  defendants 
should  severally  have  judgment  on  their  demurrers,  with  costs. 
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HAMANN  a.  KEINHAKT. 

Supreme  Caurty  JFiret  Dietrict;  At  Chwrnbere^  October^  1860. 

Confession  of  Judgment. — Suffioienoy  of  Stateicent. 

A  statement  ftyr  jadgment  bj  oonfeasion,  refening  to  a  schedule  annexed, — 
J9Ui,  insnffideai,  for  not  showing  the  necessary  fitcts. 

Motion  to»  set  aside  a  jadgment  by  coQfession. 

Lbonabd,  J. — The  statement  in  the  confession  sets  forth  the 
defendants'  indebtedness  to  the  plaintiff  for  money  paid,  laid 
out,  and  expended  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  defendants  at  their 
request,  at  the  times  and  for  the  amounts  mentioned  in  a 
schedule  annexed,  and  for  liabilities  incurred  by  the  plaintiff 
for  the  defendants  as  indorser  of  the  notes  mentioned  in  the 
schedule,  said  sums  being  paid,  and  liabilities  incurred  for  the 
demands  of  the  persons  mentioned  ip  the  schedule  against  the 
defendants. 

The  statement,  by  its  terms,  refers  to,  and  is  dependent  on,  the 
specifications  of  the  schedule  for  a  compliance  with  the  C!ode 
(§  383).  Does  it  show  the  facts  out  of  which  the  indebtedness 
arose,  and  that  the  sum  is  justly  due,  or  to  become  due,  as  re- 
quired by  subdivision  3  of  section  383 1  and,  so  far  as  the  judg- 
ment secures  a  contingent  liability,  does  it  state  the  facts  con- 
stituting the  liability,  and  that  the  sum  confessed  does  not 
exceed  the  same,  as  required  by  subdivision  3  ? 

The  first  portion  of  the  schedule,  amounting  to  $7,175.24, 
probably  refers  to  certain  promissory  notes,  although  it  is  no- 
where stated  that  such  is  the  fact. 

Assuming  that  they  represent  promissory  notes,  the  schedule 
gives  the  dates,  names  of  the  makers,  the  names  of  those  to 
whose  order  they  are  payable,  the  time  at  which  they  are 
made  payable,  and  the  amounts.  It  appears  that  the  notes, 
some  thirty  in  number,  were  all  over-due  when  the  statement 
was  tfwom  to. 
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It  doeB  not,  however,  appear  how  the  plaintiff  is,  or  ever  was, 
liable  thereon.  On  several  of  the  notes  it  does  not  appear  that 
the  defendants  are  either  makers  or  indorsers,  or  that  they  are 
in  any  manner  Kable  thereon.  Why  then  is  the  plaintiff  a 
creditor  thereon !  The  statement  alleges  that  the  confession  is 
made  for  money  paid,  and  liability  incurred  for  demands  of 
persons  mentioned  in  the  schedule  against  the  defendants. 
Eeferring  to  the  schedule,  we  do  not  find  any  one  mentioned 
there  as  persons  having  demands  against  the  defendants. 

K  the  confession  is  for  money  paid  by  plaintiff  for  the  de- 
fendants, to  the  amount  of  this  $7,175.24,  then  the  dates  when 
paid,  and  the  persons  to  whom  paid,  are  not  furnished. 

If  the  plaintiff  is  the  holder  of  the^e  notes,  then  they  are 
evidence  of  debt  against  the  defendants,  and  it  was  neces- 
sary to  state  the  facts  concisely  out  of  which  the  debt  arose. 
The  statement  and  schedule  are  defective  in  these  respects. 

From  the  language  in  the  "  recapitulation"  of  the  schedule, 
it  may  be  fairly  inferred  that  Hamann,  the  plaintiff,  is  the 
holder  of  the  notes  amounting  to  the  said  sum  of  $7,175.24.  If 
60,  they  do  not  represent  money  paid,  or  liability  incurred,  by 
the  plaintiff  for  the  defendants. 

The  schedule  also  embraces  eight  notes,  amounting  to  $2,099.79, 
made  by  the  defendants,  indorsed  by  the  plaintiff,  for  which  he 
is  responsible  (as  the  schedule  states),  not  due  at  the  time  the 
confession  was  made. 

Bj  the  terms  of  the  statement,  the  schedule  will  inform  us 
who  are  the  persons  having  demands  against  the  defendants  for 
which  the  liability  of  the  plaintiff  has  been  incurred.  There 
is,  however,  an  entire  failure  in  this  respect.  It  is  not  stated 
for  what  debt  the  liability  was  incurred,  or  to  whom  either  of 
the  notes  were  givei^  or  whether  they  were  in  fact  outstanding. 
There  is  a  failure  here  in  stating  the  facts  constituting  the  plain- 
tiff's liability  as  required  by  subdivision  3  of  section  388,  under 
which  this  part  of  the  judgment  comes. 

The  three  last  specifications  in  the  schednle  do  not  state 
whose  note  is  referred  to,  or  how  the  plaintiff  is  liable  therefor. 

In  all  these  respects  the  statement  and  confession  are  radically 
defective. 

The  judgment  must  be  set  aside. 
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LEWIS  a.  FOX. 

Ifmo  Tark  Common  Pleas;  General  Term^  October,  1860. 

CoBTB. — Appeal  fboh  Mabike  Ooubt. 


What  costs  may  be  allowed  bj  the  Marine  Court,  and  by  the  Common  Pleas  on 
appeal  from  the  Marine  Court. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  New  York  Marino  Coort. 

By  the  Court. — ^Hilton,  J. — ^Thi8  action  was  commenced  in 
the  Marine  Court  by  warrant  of  attachment  issaed  bj  one  of 
the  justices  of  that  court,  under  the  provisions  of  sections  31 
and  35  of  the  act  to  abolish  imprisonment  for  debt,  &c.,  passed 
April  26, 1881.  On  the  return  of  the  warrant,  the  plaintiff  had 
judgment,  which,  on  appeal  to  the , general  term  of  that  court, 
was  reversed,  and  judgment  finallj  given  for  the  defendant, 
npon  the  ground,  as  it  seems,  that  the  affidavit  on  which  the 
attachment  was  granted,  did  not  state  sufficient  to  authorize  the 
issuing  of  such  a  process,  and,  therefore,  the  court  acquired  no 
jurisdiction  of  the  suit.  On  the  reversal,  the  general,  term 
awarded  the  defendant  $48.96  costs  and  disbursements,  and  for 
which  judgment  has  been  entered. 

The  plaintiff  having  appealed,  asks  us  to  review  the  judg- 
ment in  respect  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  affidavit  referred  to; 
and  also  as  to  the  right  to  expenses  incident  to  the  filing  of  any 
transcript  of  the  judgment  These  items,  ^dded  to  the  justice's 
fee  of  $2  for  his  return,  constitute  all  the  fees  of  officers  and 
disbursements  which  can  be  allowed  by  us  on  appeal  from 
justice's  court,  and  it  follows  that  the  Marine  Court  cannot, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1853,  allow  any  other. 

But  it  is  said,  that  by  a  rule  of  that  court,  an  appellant  is  re- 
quired to  print  his  case  and  points  upon  an  appeal  taken  to  the 
general  term,  and  that  this  expense  must,  therefore,  be  con- 
sidered as  a  necessary  disbursement,  to  be  allowed  as  part  of 
the  costs  to  be  awarded  in  the  final  judgment. 
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Oar  only  aoswer  to  this  is,  that  the  Legislature  has  restricted 
this  court  in  the  amount  of  costs  and  disbursements  which  we 
may  award  upon  appeals  from  justice's  court;  and  the  Marine 
CouTtj  as  already  shown,  is  restricted  in  like  manner,  and  to  the 
same  extent  By  section  365  of  the  Code,  we  are  required  to 
hear  all  such  appeals  upon  the  original  papers,  and  it  is  therein 
expressly  declared,  that  no  copy  heed  be  furnished  for  the  use 
of  the  court.  A  provision  of  so  positive  a  character  we  have 
alwajs  supposed  denied  the  Marine  Court  the  power  to  award 
the  costs  thus  imposed  upon  him. 

Upon  the  first  ground  stated,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  affi- 
davit was  clearly  insufficient  to  justify  the  issuing  of  the  attach- 
meot,  and  the  Marine  Court  was  right  in  so  holding. 

As  to  the  second,  a  brief  reference  to  the  several  statutes 
npoD  the  subject  of  costs  in  the  Marine  Court,  will  show  that 
the  sum  allowed  is  much  beyond  the  power  of  that  court  to 
award  to  a  respondent  upon  appeal  in  any  case.  The  act  of 
July  21, 1853  (Zoim  d/^  1853, 1, 165),  under  which  the  Marine 
Court  derives  the  power  to  review  upon  appeal  at  general  term 
the  judgments  rendered  by  any  of  its  justices,  allows  $50,  the 
eame  costs  and  disbursement  on  such  appeals  as  on  appeals 
from  justices'  courts  to  this  court ;  and  these  are  specified  in 
section  371  of  the  Code,  which  provides  that  there  shall  only 
he  allowed  on  such  appeals  to  the  appellants,  on  reversal,  $15 ; 
and  to  the  respondent,  on  affirmance,  $12,  with  the  fees  of  offi- 
cers, and  disbursements  in  addition,  and  which  consists  of  the 
sheriff's  or  constable's  fees.  And  the  sums  paid  to  the  clerk 
daring  the  progress  of  tke  cause,  or  for  any  copies  of  papers 
made  by  him,  and  necessary  to  be  procured,  together  with  the 
right  to  impose  upon  either  party  to  such  appeals  any  ex- 
penae,  in  the  way  of  either  copying  or  printing  of  papers  to  be 
QAed  on  the  argument  of  the  appeals  before  us ;  and  we  have 
no  doubt  that  if  we  should  require  such  an  expense  to  be  un- 
dergone, the  party  incurring  it  would  not  be  entitled  to  have 
it  allowed  him,  as  a  disbursement,  within  the  meaning  of  sec- 
tion 371. 

Entertaining  these  views,  we  are  of  opinion  that  in  the  present 
case,  the  Marine  Court  has  exceeded  its  powers  by  giving  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  defendant  for  a  greater  amount  of  costs 
and  disbursements  than  the  law  authorized. 
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The  judgment  must,  therefore^  be  reduced  to  the  costs  and 
disbursements  which  are  usually  allowed  in  this  court;  &nd 
thus  modified,  it  will  be  ai&rmed,  without  costs  of  this  appeal 
to  either  partj. 


THE  PEOPLE  a.  THE  ALBANY  AND  VERMONT 

EAILROAD  CO. 

Supreme  Courts  Third  Dietriot;  Special  Term^  October^  1860. 

Attornet-obnebal. — ^iNJUNcnoN. — Bailboad  Company. — 

Franchise. 

The  People,  by  the  ftttorney-general,  may  bring  an  action  to  compel  a  chartered 

railroad  company  to  keep  its  road  in  repair  and  in  operation. 
A  railroad  company,  formed  under  the  general  railroad  law  of  this  State,  have  not 

a  right  to  abandon  any  portion  of  their  road  whenever  they  choose. 
A  raUroad  company  tnfy  be  cpmpeU^  to  continue  their  business  by  an  injnno- 

tion  forbidding  them  to  discontinue  it 
Such  an  injunction  may  be  granted  at  the  suit  of  the  People,  if  it  is  not  sliown 

that  the  discontinuanoe  is  necessary  to  avoid  pecuniary  loss. 

Motion  to  continue  until  the  hearing  a  preliminary  injunc- 
tion previously  issued,  restraining  the  defendant  from  removing 
the  iron  rails  upon  some  twenty  miles  of  the  eastern  portion  of 
its  road. 

In  1851,  a  corporation,  known  as  the  Albany  Northern  Sail- 
road  Company,  was  organized  under  the  general  railroad  act,  to 
construct  a  railroad  from  the  city  of  Albany  to  Eagle  Bridge, 
in  Bensselaer  county.  The  road  was  completed  and  put  in 
operation  somewhere  about  1853,  and  was  run  until  Septem- 
ber, 1859.  This  railroad  was  sold  under  a  mortgage  foreclosure, 
on  the  19th  of  September,  1859.  The  purchaser,  with  certain 
associates,  on  the  6th  of  October,  1859,  or^nized  the  road 
anew,  over  the  same  track,  by  its  present  name  of  the  Albany 
and  Vermont  Bailroad  Company;  but,  with  the  exception  of 
some  twenty  days,  the  defendant  has  not  run,  or  in  any  manner 
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operated,  the  eastern  portion  of  its  road  since  that  time,  and  the 
defendant  has  removed  a  portion  of  the  iron  rail  therefrom.  On 
the  12th  day  of  June,  1860,  the  defendant  leased  to  the  Rens- 
selaer and  Saratoga  Railroad  Company,  daring  defendant's 
corporate  existence,  that  portion  of  its  road  lying  between  the 
city  of  Albany,  and  a  point  one  thousand  feet  north  of  its  in- 
tersection with  the  Rensselaer  and  Saratoga  road,  at  an  annual 
rent  of  twenty  thousand  dollars,  with  a  clause  in  the  lease, 
making  it  void  at  the  option  of  the  lessee,  in  case  any  part  of 
the  defendant's  road,  east  of  the  Hudson  River,  should  be 
operated  to  carry  freight  or  passengers.  This  provision  applies 
to  that  portion  of  the  road  now  in  controversy. 

It  appears  that  the  defendant's  road  originally  cost  over  two 
millions  of  dollars,  more  than  half  of  which  was  contributed 
bj  the  citizens  of  Albany,  and  that  the  city,  in  its  corporate 
capacity,  advanced  $300,000  towards  the  completion  of  the 
road,  but  that  it  cost  its  present  owners  only  about  one  hundred 
and  sixty  thousand  dollars ;  that  a  responsible  offer  to  hire  said 
road  and  its  property  for  ten  years,  at  an  annual  rent  of  twenty- 
one  thousand  dollars,  and  to  keep  the  same  in  good  running  or- 
der, was  made  to  defendant  before  it  made  the  lease  above 
allnded  to.    This  offer  was  declined. 

It  also  appears  that  parties  owning  stock  in  the  Rensselaer 
and  Saratoga  Company,  uniting  with  stockholders  in  the  Troy 
and  Boston  Company,  or  that  the  friends  of  those  roads,  in 
April,  1860,  purchased  a  majority  of  defendant's  stock,  and 
thereafter  controlled  the  defendant's  road,  and  under  their  direc- 
tion the  lease  was  made  to  the  Rensselaer  and  Saratoga  road, 
and  the  track  on  the  eastern  portion  of  defendant's  road  is 
directed  to  be  taken  up. 

In  this  way  all  connection  by  defendant's  road  from  Albany 
to  Eagle  Bridge  and  to  Rutland,  is  cut  off.  Passage  for  all 
north  or  east  of  Rutland  may  be  had  to  Albany  direct  by  the 
waj  of  Whitehall,  over  the  Rensselaer  and  Saratoga  road ;  and 
from  Rutland  to  Eagle  Bridge,  and  thence  by  way  of  Troy  to 
Alban J ;  but  a  transhipment  of  freights  is  thus  made  necessary 
to  croes  the  river  at  Albany,  and  a  large  increase  of  expense 
thereby  necessarily  incurred. 

J*  Oibion  and  J.  H.  Reynolda^  Tor  the  motion. 
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J.  B.  GaLe^  A.  B.  Olin^  and  W.  A.  Beaohy  opposed. 

Pkokham,  J. — ^The  complaint  herein,  on  behalf  of  the  People, 
aaks  for  an  injanctiony  and  also  prays  that  the  defendant  may 
be  compelled,  by  the  decree  of  this  conrt,^  to  pat  its  road  in  re- 
pair as  to  its  eastern  portion,  and  to  operate  the  same.  This 
case  is  novel  in  this  country,  and  by  no  means  free  from  dif- 
ficulties. 

By  the  present  arrangement,  the  main  purpose  for  which  the 
defendant's  road  was  originally  constructed,  is  destroyed.  Yet 
if  ho  law  has  been  violated,  the  remedy  is  not  with  the  courL 

Several  objections  are  urged  to  this  application,  which  I  shall 
briefly  consider* 

First,  it  is  said  that  the  People,  through  their  attorney-gen- 
eral, have  no  right  to  bring  this  action.  The  contrary  has  been 
held  in  this  court  in  The  People  a.  The  Mayor,  &c.,  of  New 
York  (19  Bow.  Pr.j  145) ;  a  case  entirely  auidogous  in  princi- 
ple, and  I  shall  be  governed  by  that  decision.  The  following 
are  also  authorities  in  the  same  direction :  The  People  a.  The 
Mayor,  &c.,  of  New  York,  an  able  opinion  by  Judge  Hoge- 
boom,  on  application  for  an  injunction  in  reference  to  the  Brook- 
lyn Ferry ;  also,  Doolittle  a.  Supervisors  of  Broome  Co,  (18 
Jf,  T.,  160). 

It  is  next  insisted  that  the  defendant  has  a  right  to  abandon 
any  portion  of  its  road  whenever  it  chooses,  and  the  public  is 
without  remedy ;  that  there  is  no  imperative  direction  by  any 
statute  requiring  its  continued  operation — Whence,  that  this  court 
has  no  power  to  compel  defendant  to  repair  its  road.  The  de- 
fence has  failed  to  find  any  statute  authorizing  a  railroad  com- 
pany, absolutely  at  its  pleasure,  to  abandon  part  of  its  road ; 
and  I  am  not  aware  of  any  common-law  or  inherent  right  to 
do  so  after  the  road  is  completed.  The  statute  authorizes  the 
directors  of  a  road  to  change  its  route,  or  any  part  of  it,  by  a 
vote  of  two-thirds  of  their  whole  members,  if  it  shall  appear  to 
them  that  the  line  can  be  improved  thereby.  (2  Beo.  Stat.^  5 
ed.,  677,  §  26.) 

The  defendant  insists  that  at  a  meeting  of  '^  more  than  a  ma- 
jority" of  its  directors,  on  the  29th  ult,  tibey  resolved  to  discon- 
tinue that  portion  of  their  road  lying  east  of  Johnsonville,  in 
Bensselaer  county.  • 
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If  this  is  claimed  as  an  exercise  of  its  right  to  change  its 
route,  it  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  saj,  that  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  change  was  made  \>j  a  vote  of  two-thirds  of  its  direc- 
tors, and  the  resolation  was,  therefore,  void.  •  But  the  motion 
evidendj  refers  to  a  change,  not  to  a  discontinuance  of  its  route, 
or  anj  part  of  it.  This  resolution  recites  that  the  track  of  de- 
fendaiit  "  is  connected,  at  Johnson ville,  with  the  track  of  the 
Troy  and  Boston  road,  and  thereby,  the  same  points  of  termi- 
nation are  reached  by  railroad  communication,  that  have  been, 
or  may  be  reached,  by  the  present  line  of  the  road  of  this  com- 
pany ;''  and  as  it  is  unprofitable  and  unnecessary  for  this  com- 
pany longer  to  operate  that  part  of  its  road,  (&c.,  therefore,  it  is 
resolved  to  discontinue  it. 

This  resolution  entirely  fails  to  comply  with  the  statute  au- 
thorizing an  agreement  to  be  made  by  two  companies,  >'  em- 
bracing for  a  portion  of  their  lines,  the  same  location  of  line," 
for  the  construction  of  so  much  of  said  line  as  is  common 
to  both,  by  one  of  said  companies,  and  for  the  manner  and 
terms  npon  which  the  business  thereon  shall  be  performed. 
Any  road  so  connecting  may  alter  and  amend  its  articles  of 
association,  so  as  to  terminate  at  the  point  of  intersection,  &c. 
These  sections,  especially  the  first,  would  seem  to  apply  to  roads 
not  yet  constructed,  and  an  arrangement  is  to  be  made  with  the 
road  constructing  the  single  line,  to  do  the  business  of  the  other 
for  a  certain  distance  on  that  line.  (2  Hev.  Stat.j  5  ed.,  693, 
694,  §§  68, 69.) 

Here,  no  arrangement  of  that  sort  is  pretended.  In  fact,  it 
would  be  contradictory  of  the  defendant's  whole  course  of  ac- 
tion, as  it  admits  its  intention  to  abandon,  and  not  operate  any 
part  of  its  road  east  of  its  junction  with  the  Saratoga  road. 
Hence  it  could  have  no  business  to  do  at,  or  near,  or  east  of 
Johnsonville,  in  regard  to  which  it  could  make  any  agreement. 
There  is  a  provision  in  the  statute  in  regard  to  turnpike  roads, 
authorizing  them  to  discontinue  any  part  of  their  road  in  the 
manner  there  pointed  out  Thus,  by  implication,  expressing  the 
aense  of  the  L^islature,  that  such  authority  was  necessary  to 
that  end.  Authority  is  also  given,  upon  certain  terms,  to  rail- 
roads by  the  section  before  referred  to,  to  terminate  their  road 
at  tlie  point  of  intersection.  This  section,  however,  contem- 
plates tlie  substantial  continuance  of  the  road  through  anothei| 
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and  the  same  fall  accommodation  of  the  public.  The  act  is 
permissive,  not  prohibitory.  The  roads  may  terminate,  not  that 
they  shall  not  terminate ;  thus  evincing  the  sense  of  the  Legis- 
lature that  they  could  not  otherwise  change.  These  railroads 
are  constructed  for  the  public  use.  They  are  authorized  to  go 
over  and  occupy  and  own  the  land,  of  any  citizen,  against  his 
will,  thus  exercising  the  right  of  eminent  domain  on  the  sole 
ground  that  snch  road  is  for  the  public  use  and  benefit.  In 
some  cases,  lands  a^  donated  to  them  to  aid  in  their  coDStruc- 
tion.  If  they  are  for  the  public  use,  it  would  seem  rational 
that  the  public  should  have  some  rights  in  respect  to  them  after 
their  construction. 

It  is  laid  down  as  a  general  principle,  that  there  is  an  im- 
plied obligation  on  the  part  of  the  grantees  of  all  franchises  to 
execute  the  conditions  and  duties  prescribed  in  the  grant ;  the 
grantee  of  the  franchise  of  a  ferry  ''  is  obliged  to  provide  and 
maintain  facilities  for  accommodating  the  public  at  all  times 
with  prompt  and  convenient  passage,"  the  public  have  an  in- 
terest VD,  such  franchise.     (8  £entj  458,  459.) 

The  statute  provides  that  every  railroad  ^^  shall  start  and  run 
their  cars  for  the  transportation  of  passengers  and  property  at 
regular  times,  to  be  fixed  by  public  notice;"  and  shall  take, 
transport,  and  discharge  such  passengers  and  property  on  the 
due  payment  of  the  freight  or  fare  legally  authorized  therefor, 
and  shall  be  liable  to  the  party  aggrieved  in  an  action  for  dam- 
ages, for  any  neglect  or  refusal  in  the  premises. 

This  provision  seems  to  be  plain  and  imperative.  Railroads 
are  common  carriers  in  this  State,  and  it  is  their  duty  to  be 
ready  and  prepared,  at  all  reasonable  times,  to  transport  freight 
and  passengers. 

Suppose  a  road,  without  necessity,  ceases  to  run  over  a  por- 
tion of  its  track  for  a  week,  or  a  month,  would  that  be  any 
answer  to  an  action  for  not  transporting  freight  tendered  for 
transportation  ?  I  think  not  Would  it  be  any  better  answer 
for  the  road  to  say  it  had  concluded  not  to  carry  freight  over 
that  portion  of  the  road  any  more  at  all  t  If  not,  then  this 
proceeding,  to  tear  up  its  rails,  and  to  abandon  transporting  of 
persons  and  property  on  its  eastern  portion,  is  a  violation  of  its 
duty  and  of  its  charter. 

Abandoning  a  portion  of  a  road  after  large  business  interests 
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hxve  grown  up  in  connection  therewith,  to  farther  other  rival 
iotereBts  of  roads  or  communities,  must  operate  disastrouslj  and 
oppressively ;  and  if  done  without  authority,  there  should  be, 
and  I  think  there  is,  a  remedy  in  the  courts  to  see  that  it  is  not 
done  without  imperious  necessity. 

If  the  obligation  of  the  defendant  be  conceded,  to  continue 
the  operation  of  its  road,  I  do  not  understand  the  high  power 
of  the  court  to  prevent  the  defendant,  by  injunction,  from  de- 
priTing  itself  of  the  power  of  fulfilling  its  chartered  obligations, 
in  that  respect,  to  be  seriously  contested. 

I  think  the  power  of  the  court  is  sustained  both  by  princi- 
ple and  authority.  I  will  refer  to  a  single  case  in  the  Court  of 
Kingfs  Bench,  in  England.  (Eex  a.  The  Severn  and  Wye 
Sailroad  Co.,  2  Sarin  dk  AJd.^  646.)  The  railroad  company, 
in  view  of  favoring  a  particular  colliery,  discontinued  a  branch 
of  their  road,  and  took  up  the  iron  thereon — ^the  chief  owners 
in  the  road  having  become  interested  in  the  favored  colliery. 
Hie  court,  on  application,  unanimously  granted  a  mandamus 
against  the  company,  to  compel  them  to  relay  and  operate  their 
road.  Best,  J.,  after  alluding  to  speculators  obtaining  charters 
from  Parliament  under  the  idea  of  great  public  benefits,  adds, 
"  and  where  their  sanction  is  obtained,  is  it  to  be  permitted  to 
those  persons  to  say  that  they  will  do  only  that  which  is  bene- 
ficial to  themselves,  and  disregard  entirely  the  interests  of  the 
public?" 

It  is  urged  here  that  the  court  should  not  interfere,  because 
any  one  now  has  the  right  to  make  a  road  along  the  track  pro- 
posed to  be  abandoned,  under  the  general  railroad  act.  The 
Legislature  had  the  power  to  grant  that  right  to  any  one  prior 
to  the  passage  of  the  general  law,  so  that  the  principle  is  un- 
changed. Since  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  in  the  Charles  Biver  Bridge  Co.  a.  The  Warren 
!&idge  (11  Peters'*  U.  S.^  420),  the  power  of  the  Legislature  on 
this  subject  has  been  unquestioned.  Again,  it  is  insisted  that 
the  defendant  cannot  operate  its  whole  road  without  loss,  and 
without  endangering  its  solvency.  If  that  were  so  I  should  not 
interfere;  no  court  would  be  justified  in  doing  so;  but  I  am 
not  satisfied  that  such  is  the  fact  There  is  great  difierence  in 
the  statements  on  this  subject  by  the  parties;  and  a  decided  im- 
pression is  left  upon  my  mind,  that  the  motive  for  abandonment 
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is  not  apprehension  of  loss  to  the  owners  so  far  as  respects  this 
road.  The  proposition  to  lease  and  run  the  whole  road  for 
twentj-one  thousand  dollars  per  annum,  seems  to  have  failed 
to  command  any  attention  from  the  defendant,  though  it  would 
have  paid  a  large  interest  upon  the  present  owner's  iuveatment. 
It  seems  to  me  the  public  interest  demands  the  running  of  this 
branch  of  the  road.  The  owners  thought  so  in  October  last, 
and  so  declared,  in  their  articles  of  association  organizing  the 
road  anew.  It  is  said  that  a  large  portion  of  the  rails  will  have 
to.be  removed  in  any  event,  even  vrith  the  view  of  putting  the 
road  in  order  for  operation*  This  I  have  no  doubt  is  the  fact, 
and  the  injunction  should  restrain  the  removal  only  of  that  por- 
tion not  indispensably  necessary  to  repair  and  refit  the  road  for 
operation. 

In  this  modified  form,  in  my  opinion,  the  injunction  should 
be  continued,  and  it  is  ordered  accordingly. 


HENDEBSON  a.  MARVIN. 
Supreme  Oourt^  Hard  District;  Oeneral  Term^  Deoemher^  1859. 

PRIK OIPAL  AND  SuBffTV. 

The  cnretj  is  relesfled,  if  the  priadpols  yrj  the  oootrsflt  witfaont  the  Boxety'f 

oonsent. 
The  shortening,  by  the  principals,  of  the  stipulated  time  of  credit,*  discharges  the 

the  surety, — Sa  hdd,  where  the  creditor  sued  before  the  expiration  of  the  time 

originally  stipulated. 

Appeal  from  judgment  entered  on  the  report  of  referee. 

The  plaintifib  (successors  of  Henderson,  Kennedy  &  Eneeland, 
iron  merchants,  Ac,  Albany)  instituted  this  action  to  recover  of 
defendant,  as  surety  (on  contract  made  November  92, 1865),  U> 
pay  not  exceeding  $500,  which  should  be  unpaid  on  January  1, 
1857,  of  goods  sold  his  principals  on  a  credit  of  six  months; 
but  which  credit  was,  by  consent  of  one  of  tibe  principals,  after 
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the  sale,  extended  bejond  the  six  months,  on  part  of  the  goods, 
bj  accepting  two  notes,  one  of  which  was  at  seven  months ; 
and  sabseqnebtljy  the  entire  credit  was,  by  the  other  principal, 
shortened  on  all  the  goods,  to  less  than  six  months  from  the 
date  of  the  first  goods  sold,  by  giving  np  both  notes,  and  ac- 
cepting a  note  payable  one  day  after  date.  He  referee  re- 
ported the  defendant  was  liable  to  $259.88,  and  gave  hie 
^  lessons^  for  his  report,  thus : 

^^Tbe  goods  were  sold  on  the  time  required  by  the  contract, 
wherefore  defendant  became  liable.  He  is  still  so,  unless  re- 
leased by  subsequent  acts  of  plaintiffs. 

^4.  Subsequent  extension  of  time  of  credit,  releases  the  de- 
fendant 

^^2.  Subsequent  shortening  of  time  does  not 

^3.  Defendant  is  a  surety." 

Defendant  appealed  to  the  general  term. 

* 

le  Orand  Marvin^  for  the  appellants. — ^Plaintiff's  assignors 

(Henderson,  Xennedy  &  Eneeland),  varied  the  time  of  credit 

bj  shortening  the  same,  and  thereby  discharged  the  surety, 

Marvin.  The  referee's  conclusion,  that  the  creditor  and  debtor's 

"sobeequent  shortening  of  times  of  credit"  does  not  release  the 

Baietj,  IB  not  consistent  with  equity  or  common  sense,  to  say 

nothing  of  decisions.    1.  The  terms  of  a  guaranty  must  be 

(trictly  complied  with,  or  the  surety  will  not  be  bound.    If  he 

proposes  a  credit,  that  particular  credit  must  be  given  to  the 

principal.    It  is  not  enough  that  the  creditor  waits  until  the 

time  has  expired  before  he  calls  for  payments.    He  must  agree 

to  wait,  so  diat  he  cannot  sue  in  the  mean  time.    (Walrath  a. 

Thompson,  14  Wend.y  541,  see  cases  there  cited ;  S.  C.  in  Court 

of  Appeals,  6  Sillj  185.)    2.  If  a  guaranty  propose  a  certain 

credit,  that  particular  credit  must  be  given,  or  the  surety  will 

Bot  be  bound ;  a  variance  of  three  days  will  be  fatal,  as  fatal 

tt  though  it  were  for  three  months.    (Smith  a.  Dann,  17  Wend.<^ 

H5,  aee  cases  there  cited.)    3.  The  claim  against  a  surety  is 

*^i€tiuimijurisj  and  it  is  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  show 

^t  the  terms  of  the  guaranty  have  been  strictly  complied 

^th.    (Dobbins  a.  Bradley,  17  Wend.,  425,  and  cases  there 

cited.)  4.  The  surety  is  not  to  be  held  beyond  the  very  precise 

stipnlations  of  his  contract    (Tates  a.  McKee,  3  JTern.,  237, 
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and  ca8C6  cited ;  Birkhead  a.  Brown,  5  BUI,  541 ;  Parsons  on 
Contr.j  S  ed.,  504  and  505,  and  cases  cited ;  3  Kent  Com.^  112, 
233 ;  Burffe  on  Suretyship,  1847,  214,  315 ;  Story  on  BtOs, 
441.) 

Hamilton  ndrris,  for  the  respondents. — ^I.  The  plaintiffs 
complied  strictly  with  the  terms  of  the  gnarantj  as  to  the  time 
of  credit,  and  there  remaining  dne  on  the  Ist  of  January,  1857, 
after  making  all  the  credits,  about  the  sum  of  $800  for  goods 
sold  before  DecemSer  81, 1856,  the  plaintiffs  should  have  had 
a  report  for  the  amount  for  which  the  defendant  had  become 
surety,  viz. :  $500,  unless  they  had  done  some  act  to  the  injury 
of  the  defendant 

II.  The  taking  of  the  two  notes  on  the  25th  of  February, 
1856,  in  no  way  affected  the  January  sales,  amounting  to  $204.45 
or  $55.43  of  the  December  sales,  except  to  accelerate  the  time 
of  payment  a  few  days.  The  surety's  remedies  against  the  prin- 
cipal were  neitiier  lost,  diminished,  or  affected.  Therefore,  the 
the  report  of  tlie  referee,  that  the  defendant  was  liable  for  those 
two  sums,  should  be  sustained.  1.  Although  a  valid  agreement 
between  the  creditor  and  principal  to  extend  the  time  of  per- 
fonnance,  discharges  the  surety ;  for  the  reason  that  the  cred- 
itor has  put  it  out  of  the  power  of  the  surety  to  avail  himself 
of  his  right  to  enforce  immediate  payment  from  tlie  principal ; 
yet  an  agreement  between  the  creditor  and  principal,  whereby 
the  remedies  of  the  surety  are  not  diminished  or  affected, 
and  still  less,  if  they  are  accelerated,  leaves  the  surety  still 
liable,  as  he  can  sustain  no  prejudice.  (Fulton  a.  Matthews, 
15  Johns,,  433 ;  Bangs  a.  Strong,  7  HUl,  250 ;  Burge  on 
Suretyship,  205,  208  ;  Hume  a.  Coles,  2  Sim.  (2  Eng)  Ch.  E., 
12 ;  Schroeppell  a.  Shaw,  3  Comst,  446  ;  Stevenson  a.  Bocbe, 
17  Eng.  Com.  Law,  477  ;  Jay  a.  Warren,  11  Ih.,  450.)  2.  The 
cases  relied  upon  by  the  appellant,  are  those  where  the  condi- 
tion of  the  guaranty  has  never  been  complied  with,  viz. :  the 
exact  credit  has  not  been  in  the  first  instance  given,  and,  there- 
fore, the  proposition  tending  to  a  guaranty  has  never  been  ac- 
cepted. 

in.  The  returning  and  cancelling,  on  the  15th  of  May,  of 
the  two  notes,  and  taking  of  the  new  note  for  the  amount  of 
the  two  payable  one  day  after  date,  deprived  the  transaction  of 
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Febraarj,  in  the  taking  of  the  two  notes,  of  any  force  and 
effect  And  the  new  note  falling  due  before  the  time  of  credit 
of  anj  of  the  ealee  htMl  expired^  therebj^  aoeelehkting  instead  of 
diminkhing  the  remedies  of  the  surety,  the  referee  should  have 
reported  due  the  plaintiffs  the  foil  amount  for  which  the  de^ 
fendsnt  became  liable  to  pay  under  his  gn&rauty.  Ihe  can- 
oelliDg  of  the  two  notes  before  due,  and  before  aoy  sale  had 
become  due,  rendered  their  taking  harmlesa.  The  surety  could 
in  no  wiae  be  injured  by  them.  And  the  taking  of  the  note  in 
May,  in  their  place,  was  directly  for  his  benefit,  as  tha*eby  the 
]JsiAti&  were  enabl^  to  procure  judgment,  and  obtain  a  lien 
iipc»  the  principal's  proper^  at  once, 

IV.  The  taking  of  the  not4^  for  the  account,  the  same  remain- 
ing  in  the  hands  of  plaintiflBs,  and  the  recovery  of  judgment 
thereon,  did  not  discharge  defendant  from  liability  to  pay  for 
the  merchandise  for  which  the  note  was  giv^p.  These  measures 
were  an  advantage,  and  could  not  be  an  injury  to  the  defendant. 
(Curtis  a.  Hubbi^  9  Met^  322 ;  Norton  a.  Sastman,  4  Gre^n^ 
4M.)  The  amount  unpaid  when  the  note  was  taken,  and 
suit  commenced,  in  Hay,  was  near  $1,000.  The  defendant 
eoold  only  be  made  liable  for  $500.  The  plainti&  had  a  right 
to  proceed  at  once  to  secure  the  balance  of  the  debt,  and  could 
not  split  the  demand.  And  even  if  the  demand  could  have 
beea  split,  yet  it  was  the  right  of  the  plaintiffs  to  proceed  to 
collect  the  whole,  as  the  defendant  would,  if  a  part  only  bad 
been  enforced,  have  been  entitled  to  have  the  amount  collected 
apportioned. 

Btub  CouBT.*— <3h>nx3^  J* — In  this  appeal  from  a  judgment 
aterea  on  the  report  of  a,referee,  I  do  not  perceive  that  there  is 
uy  controversy  about  the  facts.  The  defendant  agreed  to  guaran- 
ty to  plaintifis  and  their  assignees,  the  amount  of  their  claims 
against  a  third  par^  Sfflr  goods,  that  prior  to  January  1 , 1 857,  they 
ought  sell  to  such  third  party,  on  a  credit  of  six  months.  The 
guaranty  not  to  cover  a  sum  greater  than  $500.  Certain  goods 
were  sold,  op  the  credit  agreed,  enough  to  bring  the  defendant's 
liability  up  to  his  guaranty  of  $600.  But  (as  the  referee 
finds,  and  there  is  no  dispute)  after  the  original  sales  oi  these 

*  Pretenty  W.  B.  WaiMt,  Oowo,  and  Hosoook,  JX 
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goods,  and  their  delirerj,  the  plaintiffs  extended  the  tenn  of  credit 
on  a  p^t,  and  shortened  ^he  term  of  credit  on  a  part,  by  taking 
the  third  party's  pronussory  notes  therefor,  having  different 
periods  of  time  to  ran.    The  referee  found,  as  matter  of  law, 
that  as  to  those  goods  for  which  Hie  credit  was  extended,  the 
stiretj  was  not  liable,  and  did  not  include  the  amount  of  those 
in  his  report,  and  from  that  part  of  his  decision  there  is  no  ap- 
peal.   He,  however,  found  that  shortening  the  term  of  credit 
did  not  discharge  the  surety ;'  and  for  the  value  of  the  goods, 
the  credit  for  which  had  been  shortened,  he  found  for  the  plain- 
tiffs; and  the  defendant  appeals  from  that  part  of  his  report, 
and  from  the  judgment  entered  thereon.    And  the  single  point 
submitted  to  us,  is,  the  correctness«or  incorrectness  of  that  con- 
clusion of  law  on  the  part  of  the  referee.    It  being  true,  as  it  is 
conceded,  that  an  original  sale,  on  any  term  of  credit,  other 
than  one  of  six  months,  whether  it  varied  from  that  term  two 
days  or  two  months,  would  not  bind  the  surety.    (6  StU^  640; 
2  Oomst.y  185.)    I  must  confess,  I  do  not  see  how  it  alters  the 
law  of  the  case,  that  the  abridging  of  the  term  of  credit  was 
made  after  the  sale.    The  main  point,  the  actual  shortening  of 
the  credit,  was  accomplished ;  and  its  effect  on  the  term  of  credit 
was  just  the  same  as  if  the  original  credit  had  been  given  for 
the  shorter  period.    The  real  credit  was  not  for  six  months.    In 
6  Hill^  542,  the  phrase  is,  "  he  must  agree  to  wait,  so  that  he 
cannot  sue  in  the  mean  time.''    And  can  he  not  ^'  sue  in  the 
mean  time,"  where  having  first  agreed  to  wait  the  full  term,  he 
and  his  principal  debtor  afterwards  (and  before  the  expiring  of 
that  term)  agreed  that  the  term  may  be  so  shortened,  that  he 
can  ^^sue  in  the  mean  time."  The  second  agreement,  as  t% credit, 
abrogates  the  first;  and,  thenceforth,  the  ci*edit  is  for  the  newly- 
agreed  term,  and  on  that,  there  can  be  no  pretence  that  the 
surety  is  held. 

In  the  case  before  us,  not  only  could  the  creditor  sue  within 
the  original  time  of  the  credit,  but  he  actually  did  so.  And  it 
would  seem  a  little  difficult,  after  that,  to  hold  the  party  who 
was  surety  for  a  credit  of  six  months,  and  for  no  longer  or 
shortet  term.  To  hold  any  other  rule,  were  to  place  the  surety 
entirely  at  the  mercy  of  the  creditor,  and  a  principal,  who  saw  fit 
to  help  the  creditor,  rather  than  his  surety,  if  not  at  the  mercy 
of  the  creditors  alone ;  sinee  the  latter,  by  a  variety  of  inducements 


NEW  YORK.  147 


KHhn's  Ci 


(as  to  Other  sales),  might  overbear  the  wishes  and  intentions  of 
the  principal ;  and  since,  if  the  term  of  credit  could  be  shortened 
at  all,  without  releasing  the  surety,  it  would  be  immaterial 
how  much  it  was  shortened,  or  when  the  shortening  process  ' 
was  effected.  A  patty  might  one  day  sell  on  the  stipulated 
credit  of  months,  and  the  next  day  abridge  the  term  to  days. 
In  short,  there  is  no  safety  in  attempting  to  yary  the  rule  from 
its  strictness.  We  must  insist  that,  if  a  surety  is  to  be  held 
npoB  his  contract,  that  contract  (whatever  may  be  done 
with  any  collateral  matters,  and  many  such  are  noted  in  the 
books)  must  remain  unchanged,  unless  by  his  consent,  and 
he  most  be  held  according  to  the  tenor  of  l^at  contract,  or  not 
stall. 

The  judgmertt  should  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  had.* 


•      KAHN'S  CASE. 
Jiw  York  Superior  Court}  Special  Term,  Sqptembery  1860. 
Failure  to  pat  Tax. — Contempt. — Habeas  Corpus. 

• 

^  penoQ  aasened  or  taxed,  by  reason  of  his  personal  property,  may  be  committed 

M  for  a  contempt,  on  account  of  his  neglect  to  pay  the  tax. 
Tke  New  Tork  Common  Pleas  have  authority  to  commit  for  inch  neglect 
^Ittt  la  a  Buffident  commitment  in  such  case. 

Habeas  corpus  to  inquire  into  the  cause  of  detention  of  Israel 
Kaim. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Toumsend  dk  Lewnger,  tor  the  prisoner. 
Bmry  Morriaony  for  the  receiver  of  taxes. 


*  On  the  new  trial,  plaintifb  stipulated  to  a  judgment  of  difloontinnaiioe. 
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BofiwoBTHy  J. — ^Israel  Kahn  baa  been  brooght  before  me  on  a 
habeas  corpos;  and  the  sheriff  of  New  York,  in  whoee  cuatodj 
he  is,  returns  that  he  detains  him  bj  virtue  of  a  writ  or  process 
of  commitmeni:,  iasaed  by  the  New  Ycurk  Oommon  Pleaa,  which 
he  produoes,  and  a  copy  of  which  is  made  part  of  hia  return. 
It  is  insisted  that  this  writ  is  void  on  its  fcioe.  The  writ  is  in 
the  name  of  l^e  People  of  the  State ;  it  ia  tested  in  the  name 
of  the  first  judge  of  tba  court,  is  sealed  with  the  seal,  and  pur- 
ports to  be  issued  by  order  of  the  court,  and  is  signed  by  its  clerk. 

The  writ  recites  that  the  Court  of  Oommon  Pleas,  on  the  21st 
of  September,  1860,  in  the  matter  of  the  application  of  James 
Kelly,  receiver  of  taxes  in  the  city  of  New  Yoric,  as  applicant, 
and  Israel  Khan,  as  respondent,  ^^  to  enforce  payment  of  the 
personal  tax  assessed  and  confirmed  against"  the  said  Israel 
Kahn,  for  the  year  1859,  ^^by  reason  of  tlie  matter  alleged  in 
the  application  of  the  said  James  Kelly,  receiver,  as  aforesaid, 
duly  verified,  as  well  as  by  reason  of  the  failure  of  the  said 
Israel  Kahn  to  show  the  court  satisfactory  and  sufScient  rea^n 
as  defence  or  excuse  of  the  matters  alleged  in  said  application," 
adjudged  (said  Kahn)  guilty  of  the  misconduct  in  said  applica- 
tion, alleged,  to  wit :  '^  the  neglect  by  him,  said  respondent,  to 
pay  the  personal  tax  assessed,  imposed,  and  confirmed  against 
him  for  the  year  1859;"  that  this  misconduct  prejudiced,  &c., 
the  rights  of  said  applicant ;  that  Kahn  stand  committed  to  jail 
upon  said  misconduct,  there  to  remain  until  he  paid  said  tax, 
being  $98.41,  and  the  costs  and  expenses  of  said  proceeding,  be- 
ing $26.30,  in  all,  $124.71,  and  that  the  warrant  issue  for  that 
purpose.    The  writ  then  requires  the  sheriff  to  arrest  and  detain 
Kahn  in  jail,  until  he  pays  the  $124.71,  and  the  sheriff's  fees  on 
such  writ,  or  until  the  said  Court  of  Common  Pleas  makes  an 
order  to  Ae  contrary. 

The  Bevised  Statutes  (2  Bev.  Stat.,  567,  §56  [§41]),  decUu^ 
that  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  court  or  officer,  before  whom  a 
party  shall  be  brought  on  habeas  corpus,  forthwith  to  remand 
such  party,  if  it  shall  appear  that  he  is  detained  in  castodj 
(among  other  enumerated  canaes)  "  for  any  coptempt  specially 
and  plainly  charged  in  the  commitment,  by  some  court,  officer, 
or  body  having  authority  to  commit  for  the  contempt  so  charged, 
and  that  the  time  during  which  such  party  may  be  legally  do- 
tainedy  has  not  expired."  • 
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The  qnestioiiSy  thei^fore,  are,  fifti^  ^an  a  person  aMessed  or 
taxed  by  reason  of  his  personal  property,  be  committed  as  for  a 
contempt,  on  aoeonnt  of  his  neglect  to  paj  such  tax ;  and,  seoofidj 
ii  SQch  a  contempt  specially  and  plainly  charged  in  the  com- 
mitment in  qnestion ;  and,  thtrd^  has  the  said  Conrt  of  Common 
Pieaa  aathcHrity  to  commit  for  such  a  contempt 

The  act  of  April  12, 1843  (ch.  318),  declares  that  ^'the  neg- 
lect or  refnaal  to  pay  snch  a  tax  according  to  law,  shall  be  held 
iod  deemed  to  be  a  neglect  or  violation  of  duty,  or  misconduct, 
irilhin  the  provisions  of  title  13,  of  chapter  8,  of  part  3,  of  the 
BcTiaed  Statutes." 

That  title  declares,  that  "  erery  court  of  record  shall  hare 
power  to  pnnish,  by  fine  and  imprisonment,  or  either,  any  neg- 
k^  or  violatiou  of  duty,  or  any  misconduct,  by  which  the 
rights  or  remedies  of  a  party  in  a  cause  or  matter  depending  in 
tadi  court  may  be  defeated,  impaired,  impeded,  or  prejudiced" 
IB  the  cases  enumerated  in  that  title. 

The  act  of  1842  {9upra)j  therefore,  makes  the  neglect  to  pay 
a  personal  tax,  a  miscouduct  or  violation  of  duty,  which  may 
in  flome  eases  be  punished  by  fine  and  imprisonment,  or  eithe'r. 

The  act  of  AprU  18, 1843  (ch.  28),  entided  '^  An  act  for  the 
eoUeetion  of  taxes  in  the  city  of  New  York,"  provides  (820, 
g  12)  that  ^^  in  case  ot  the  refusal  or  n^lect  of  any  pers(Hi  to 
psy  any  tax  imposed  on  him  for  personal  property,"  the  receiver 
of  taxes,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  when  such  a  state  of  facts  ex- 
ists, as  that  section  specifies,  may  ^'  make  applicaticffi,  within 
one  year,  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  the  county,  or  to 
the  Supreme  Court,  to  enforce  payment  of  such  tax."  Section 
IS,  ot  the  saoae  act,  declares  that  '^  the  court  may  impose  a  fine 
for  the  misconduet  *  *  ^  sufiicient  in  amount  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  tax  assessed,  and  of  the  costs  atid  expenses  of  the 
proeeediagB  authorised  by  this  act  to  enforce  such  payment,  or 
ponish  sueh  miscond'uct,"  &c»,  &e. 

It  follows^  that  a  person  residing  in  the  eity  of  New  York, 
t&d  taxed  upon  his  personal  property,  may  be  punished  as  for 
s  oootcmpt,  on  account  of  his  neglect  to  pay  it.  Whether,  in 
this  case,  the  decision  was  right  ot  wrong  upon  the  merits,  I 
eauoot  inqmre.  K  the  commitment  specially  and  {dainly 
disiges  a  eooteinpt  for  misconduet  of  this  character,  and  shows 
tliat  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  this  county  has  adjudged 


150  ABBOTTS'  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

EahB'i  Cm*. 

I     '      '  I        I    ■  I  ■ 

that  the  said  Kahn  be  committed  for  it,  the  statute  xnakee  the 
remanding  of  £ahn  an  imperative  duty. 

The  commitment  Bpecifies  and  declares  that  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  has  ^^  adjudged"  that  said  Israel  Kahn  is  ^^  guiltj 
of  the  misconduct"  therein  specified,  to  wit :  ^^  the  neglect  by 
him,  said"  (Kahn),  ^'  to  pay  the  personal  tax  assessed,  imposed, 
and  confirmed  against  him  for  the  year  1859,"  and  that  he 
^'  stand  committed  to  the  jail  of  the  city  and  county  of  Kew 
York,  there  to  remain  charged  upon  the  said  misconduct  until 
-he  shall  have  paid"  said  tax,  being  $98.41,  and  the  coets  and 
expenses  of  the  proceedings,  being  $26.30,  and  that  a  warrant 
issue  for  that  purpose. 

Whatever  of  informality  there  may  be  in  the  language  of  the 
commitment,  it  is  specially  and  plainly  charged  in  the  commit- 
ment, that  the  Common  Pleas  has  adjudged  him  guilty  of  the 
misconduct  defined  by  the  statutes  of  1842  and  1843,  and  has 
also  adjudged  that  he  be  imprisoned  until  he  pay  two  specified 
sums,  and  that  a  warrant  issue  to  carry  such  adjudication  into 
effect. 

The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  must,  therefore,  be  regarded  as 
having  disposed  of  every  question  affecting  the  merits  of  the 
proceeding,  as  it  has  made  a  final  determination  that  the  neglect 
of  Kahn  to  pay  his  personal  tax,  was  a  misconduct  within  the 
meaning  of  these  statutes,  and  was  unexcused. 

To  this  view,  there  is  no  answer,  except  such  as  is  found  in 
the  argument,  that  the*  act  of  1842  is,  as  to  the  county  of  New 
York,  repealed  by  the  act  of  1843. 

Section  1,  of  article  4,  of  the  act  of  1843,  328,  declares  cer- 
tain provisions  of  the  Kevised  Statutes  inapplicable  to  the  city 
and  county  of  New  York ;  and  section  2,  328,  repeals  all  acts 
inconsistent  with  tbe  act  of  1843. 

The  act  of  April  12, 1842  (ch.  318),  is  no  part  of  the  Bevised 
Statutes,  and  no  part  of  it  is  inconsistent  with  the  act  of  1843 
(ch.  230),  except  that  by  the  act  of  1842,  the  application  to  the 
the  court  to  enforce  payment  of  a  personal  tax  is  to  be  made  by 
an  ^*  assessor,"  whereas,  by  the  act  of  1848,  it  is  to  be  made  in 
the  city  of  New  York,  by  the  receiver  of  taxes. 

Hie  part  of  section  2,  of  the  act  of  1842,  above-quoted,  is 
general,  and  applies  to  the  whole  State ;  and  if  not  inconsistent 
with  the  act  of  1843,  is  not  repealed  by  it. 
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Instead  of  being  neceesarily  inconsistent  with  the  act  of  1843, 
the  existence  of  its  provisions  seems  to  be  essential  to  clear  au- 
thority in  the  Common  Pleas,  to  commit  a  party  to  jail  for  such 
misconduct  as  is  charged  in  this  case.  For  it  must  be  observed, 
that  sections  12  and  13  of  the  act  of  1843,  320,  do  not,  in  terms, 
confer  any  power  to  pnnish,'nor  prescribe  how  the  fine  that  may 
be  imposed,  is  to  be  collected. 

I  deem  it  quite  clear,  therefore,  that  no  court  or  officer  who 
is  forbidden  by  law  to  review  the  accuracy  of  the  decision  of 
the  Common  Pleas,  on  a  proceeding  by  habeas  corpus,  can  dis- 
charge llr.  Kahn  from  'custody.  Sitting  as  an  officer,  having 
only  such  powers  as  were  formerly  exercised  by  a  Supreme 
Court  commissioner,  the  statute  is  imperative  that  I  must  re- 
mand the  prisoner  to  the  custody  of  the  sheriff,  as  it  appears 
bj  the  return  of  that  officer,  that  he  detains  him  in  custody  by 
virtue  of  a  writ  of  commitment  from  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  of  this  city  and  county,  for  a  contempt  (within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  word  contempt,  as  used  in  the  statute),  specially  and 
plainly  charged,  by  a  court  having  authority  to  commit  for  the 
contempt  so  charged. 

A  contempt  within  the  meaning  of  that  word,  as  used  in  this 
statute,  embraces  all  kinds  of  misconduct  which,  under  title  13, 
of  ch.  8,  part  3,  of  the  Ee vised -Statutes,  may  be  punished  by 
fine  and  imprisonment 

Section  2  of  the  act  of  1842,  declares  that  the  neglect  or 
refusal  to  pay  a  personal  tax,  according  to  law,  shall  be  held 
and  deemed  to  be  misconduct  within  the  meaning  of  said  title 
13,  and  that  such  misconduct  may  be  punished  in  the  Bame 
manner,  and  with  like  authority,  as  provided  in  that  title. 

The  petitioner  must,  therefore,  be  remanded  to  the  custody  of 
the  sheriff. 
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DDNSAH  a.  SHESKAN. 

t 

2/ew  Tork  Superior  Court ;  Special  Term^  October^  1860. 
Ccxns. — Coiooasiaai  to  taxb  'Dspoamos. 

« 

In  taxing  ooste  in  a  cani^i  th«  prevailing  party  in  entitled  to  Indode  hia  dia- 
bnrsements  for  feea  of  the  commlwioner,  by  whom  teatimony  was  taken  under 
a  oommisslon. 

He  is  not  entitled  to  include  w  Itnees-fees,  other  than  aooording  to  the  rate  pre- 
aorihed  by  our  italute,  except  on  thowiog  that  the  fees  of  witnesses  in  ths 
oountry  where  the  cpmmlssion  was  taken,  were  regulated  by  law,  and  attend* 
anoe  could  not  be  compelled  without  payment  accordingly. 

He  is  not  entitled  to  include  the  charges  of  a  solicitor  employed  abroad. 

Appeal  from  the  elerk's  taxation  of  coBts. 

In  this  canse  a  commisBion  to  take  testimonj  in  England  had 
been  obtiCined  by  plaintiflT,  and  executed  in  the  conrse  oi  the 
proceedinga.  The  plaintiff's  notice  of  taxation  of  costs,  in* 
eluded  as  one  item,  oommissiou-fees,  $193.13,  and  his  affidarit  to 
disbursements,  was  merely  in  the  ordinary  form,  that  the  fd^ 
going  disbursements  have  been,  or  may  be  necessarily  made  or 
incurred,  in  the  action.  The  clerk  allowed  this  against  the 
objection  of  the  defendant,  who  thereupon  appealed  to  the 
court 

Bmfaimin^  Yaughem  AlioU^  for  the  defendant — ^The  clerk 
shall  insert  *  *  *  the  reasonable  compensation  of  com- 
missioner in  taking  depositions.  ♦  *  ♦  {Oode^  §  311.)  The 
case  of  Finch  a.  Calvert  (13  How.  Pr.^  13),  which  may  be  cited 
by  the  plaintiff,  is  no  authority,  as  to  solicitors'  fees,  the  deci- 
sion having  been  made  before  the  amendment  of  the  Code,  in 
1857.  In  all  Cases  the  power  conferred  on  a  commissioner  to 
take  testimony  is  strictly  personal,  and  he  cannot  delegate  his 
authority.  (1  Har.  <&  OUl.j  154.)  It  is  submitted  that  under 
section  311  above,  it  must  affirmatively  appear  that  the  com- 
pensation is  reasonable.     If,  not,  it  should  be   disallowed 
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(Shnltz  a.  Whitney,  9  Ahh&tis'  Pr.^  71),  ami  especially  when  il 
k  manifestlj  unreasonable.  Judgment  is  given  for  $757.  The 
costs,  as  taxed,  are  exclusive  of  disbursemente,  $82,  with  an 
tUowance  of  $S7.60,  amonndng  to  $119.50.  This  the  Legis- 
htiire  have  given  to  plaintiffs  as  a  reasonable  equivalent  to 
their  counsel's  charges  for  the  whole  litigation,  llie  commis- 
sions gets  niore  for  his  labor  than  the  plaintiff's  attornej.  The 
Tcferee's  bill  is  $107.50,  at  the  rate  of  $5  the  session  (the  law 
anthorinng  no  moi«  than  $3,  except  bj  consent),  for  services 
nmmng  throogh  nearly  a  year.  It  is  no  exaggeration  to  saj  he 
lu»  performed  ten  times  the  labor  of  the  commissioner,  whose 
duties  were  little  more  than  those  of  an  amanuensis.  Any 
thing  besides,  and  a  reasonable  per  diem  compensation  to  the 
commifisioner^  is  believed  not  to  be  taxable  against  the  defend** 
ant  The  witness-fees  before  commissioner  cannot  be  allowed  on 
the  ordinary  affidavit,  and  any  such  items  on  the  part  of  plaintiff 
have  never  been  offered  to  taxing  officer.  (See  Case  a.  Price, 
"^AUiMf  Pr.y  111.)  "The  affidavit  showing  the  disburse- 
ment, should  also  show  die  reasonableness  of  the  charge,  and 
that  it  is  fair,  just,"  Ac. 

Bdmi  2>.  Benedict^  for  the  plaintiff. 

HoFFMAir,  J. — The  plaintiff  sued  out  a  commission  to  Lon- 
^n,  in  which  the  defendant  joined,  so  far  as  to  exhibit  crosS' 
interrogatories.  The  commission  was  executed  by  a  single 
commiflsi<«er,  and  it  appears  that  the  examination  took  place 
OQ  the  8th  and  9th  days  of  Decemb^.  His  <^arge  for  exe- 
rting It  was  £10  10*. 

To  this  was  added  a  bill  of  £28  18*.  9d.y  paid  solicitor's  bill, 
including  payment  to  witnesses,  making  together  £89  8*.  %d^^ 
or  $192.12,  which  has  been  allowed  by  the  clerk.  The  bill  of 
the  fiolicitor  is  in  detail,  and  contains,  for  payment  to  seven  wit* 
WMes  (one  from  Scotland,  £8),  the  sum  of  £17  9*.  The  fees 
ub  £1 1#.  to  three  witnesses ;  £2  2^.  to  three  witnesses,  and  the 
^  to  one.  The  remainder  is  for  the  services  of  the  solicitor 
^ployed  by  the  plaintiff  to  superintend  the  execution  of  the 
committion.  It  is  made  up  of  items  for  attendances  on  the 
commissioner,  and  on  the  witnesses,  with  sums  paid  for  copies 
^  the  mterrogatories  and  cross-interrogatories  which  some  of 


164  ABBOTTS'  PEACTICE  REPORTS. 

Danham  a,  ShemiMi. 

the  witoesses  requested  might  be  left  with  them  for  examina- 
tion to  refresh  their  recollection. 

L  The  commifisioner's  fees  are  expressly  allowed  by  the 
amendment  of  section  811  of  the  Code  made  in  1857.  Justice 
Gierke  has  considered  them  proper,  eren  before  snch  amend- 
ment   (Calvert  a.  Finch,  13  Bow.  Pr.,  13.) 

II.  The  proper  fees  for  the  attendance  of  witnesses  is  also  a 
necessary  disbursement.  I  agree  with  Justice  Smith  in  his 
views  upon  this  point.     (Case  a.  Price,  9  AiboUs^  Pr.^  111.) 

But  a  difficulty  exists  as  to  the  measure  of  such  allowance. 
I  am  prepared  to  say,  that  the  attendance-fee  allowed  in  our 
fee-bill  (tifty  cents),  is  proper .  to  be  taxed  as  to  witnesses  ex- 
amined under  a  commission,  and  also  the  travelling-feeB  when 
the  distance  is  over  three  miles,  as  therein  prescribed  ;  on  this 
basis,  the  charge  of  the  witness  from  Scotland,  and  of  any  other 
of  the  witnesses,  might  be  allowed,  had  the  affidavit  been  suf- 
ficient.   (Wheeler  a.  Lozee,  12  JSaw,  Pr.,  448,  and  cases.) 

A  witness  travelling  from  another  State,  to  be  examined  here, 
is  entitled  to  his  travelling-fees  from  the  boufidary  line  within 
the  State,  to  the  place  of  trial,  the  distance  to  be  estimated  by 
the  nearest  usual  travelled  route.  (Wheeler  a.  Lozee,  12  JIow, 
Fr.,  448.) 

I  am  inclined  to  think  that  if  the  fees  of  witnesses  are  regu- 
lated by  the  law  of  the  country  in  which  a  commission  is  exe- 
cuted, and  the  attendance  cannot  be  procured  without  payment 
of  such  fees,  that  should  form  the  rule  of  allowance  here.  The 
case  is  not  so  before  me  as  that  I  can  pass  upon  the  question. 

ni.  There  can  be  no  ground  for  allowing  the  charges  of  the 
solicitor  employed  abroad.  Had  the  attorney  on  record  been 
present,  he  could  have  got  nothing  specially  for  the  services. 
An  allowance  has  been  made  in  this  case.*  Expenditures  of 
this  description  must  be  borne  by  the  party  himself,  as  he  bears 
counsel-fees. 

The  taxation  must  be  readjusted,  by  allowing  the  commis- 
sioner's fees,  £10  10^.,  disallowing  the  solicitor's  charges  for 
services,  £11  9^.  8d.j  and  also  the  £17  9^.  for  witnesses,  but 
with  liberty  to  the  plaintiff  to  have  the  fees  of  witnesses  ad- 
justed upon  the  basis  of  the  fee-bill  of  our  State,  as  before 
pointed  out. 

Order  for  retaxation. 
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HOWAKD  a.  EATMOND. 
JViw  York  Superior  Court;  J^peeial  Term^  October^  1860. 

Pleadino. — Answer. 

In  «a  utfwer  to  a  oomplaint  for  libel,  matter  which  is  alleged  in  Jtutification  may 
•ho  be  properly  alleged  in  mitigatloa  of  damages. 

Demurrer  to  complaint. 

This  was  a  suit  against  the  proprietor  of  the  New  York  Times 
for  a  libel ;  consisting  in  an  article  containing  certain  state- 
mentB  relative  to  the  plaintiff's  conduct  in  matters  in  which  he 
had  been  employed  as  a  lawyer.  The  case  came  up  before 
Justice  Hoffman,  in  the  Superior  Court,  on  demurrer  by  plain- 
tiff to  the  defendant's  answer. 

The  answer,  among  other  things,  set  up  that  the  article  com 
plained  of  was  true;  specifying  particulars,  pleading  the  truth 
in  justification.    It  also  contained  a  count  that  defendant  would 
set  np  the  same  things  in  mitigation  of  damages  in  the  follow- 
ing form. 

And  in  mitigation  of  any  damages  to  which  the  plaintiff 
might  otherwise  appear  entitled  by  reason  of  the  publication 
of  said  supposed  libellous  article,  this  defendant  says — 

L  That  he  repeats  and  renews  all  and  singular,  the  matters 
stated  under  the  second  defence  herein ;  and  will  give  evidence 
thereof  in  mitigation  of  damages,  as  well  as  in  justification. 

n.  That  all  the  matters  and  things  stated  under  the  second 
defence  were,  on  the  28th  of  May,  1860,  currently  reported 
and  believed  in  the  cities  of  New  York  and  Brooklyn,  and  were 
published  in  a  certain  newspaper,  called  The  Brooklyn  Daily 
Times,  published  in  said  city  of  Brooklyn,  and  were  so  com- 
municated to  this  defendant,  and  published  by  him  as  matters 
of  current  public  news,  he  verily  believing  the  same  to  be 
true. 
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Plaintiff  demurred  to  the  answer  on  the  ground  that  it  did 
not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  defence. 

SI  P.  Herdman^  for  the  plaintiff,  conceded  that  the  matters 
pleaded  would  be  good  in  mitigation  of  damilges,  but  contended 
that  they  did  not  amount  to  a  jastilication.  The  rule  was,  the 
justification  must  be  as  broad  as  the  charge.  There  Was  noth- 
ing alleged  against  the  plaintiff  in  the  answer,  which  an  honor- 
able and  high-minded  man  might  not  commit.  Considered  as 
grounds  for  mitigating  damages,  the  matter  j>leaded  might  as 
well  be  shown  before  a  sheriff's  jury. 

Beryamm  Vat^ghan  Abbott,  for  the  defendant,  argued'  that 
if  the  matter  pleaded  were  admissible  in  mitigation,  the  answer 
must  be  sustained.  The  construction  now  placed  upon  the  sec- 
tion of  the  Code,  which  permits  defendant  in  libel  to  set  ug 
both  justification  and  mitigating  circumstances^  allows  him  to 
plead  the  latter  alone*  The  earlier  decisions  had  been  the  other 
way ;  but  the  Court  of  Appeals  has  overruled  them.  (11  iT.  JPI 
(liZdm.),  357.)  He  contended  also  that  the  justification  set  up 
was  sufficient  as  a  bar. 

HomcAK,  J. — I  think  the  answer  in  the  present  case  is  with- 
in  section  165  of  the  Code^  as  interpreted  by' the  case  of  Btish 
4L  Proeser  (1  Kem*j  357).  There  are  allegations  which,  fairly 
construed,  amount  to  a  justification  of  the  libel,  and  there  are 
Gircumstances  stated  avowedly  in  mitigation  of  damages. 

I  think  (but  I  believe  the  point  is  new),  that  it  is  immaterial 
that  the  matters  stated  in  mitigation,  are  the  same  as  those  pre- 
sented in  justification.  In  other  words,  these  facts  are  set  forth 
as  an  absolute  defence  to  any  claim,  and  if  insufficient  for  that 
purpose,  as  a  partial  defence,  by  operating  to  reduce  plain- 
tiff's  recovery.  In  my  opinion,  this  is  the  construction  of  the 
pleading,  %nd  this  is  warranted  by  the  Code. 

Demurrer  to  the  answer  overruled)  with  costs. 
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BURNETT  a.  PHALON. 

Few  York  Swpwwr  Court;  Omeral  Term^  October^  I860, 

WiTNms. — ^Examination  of  Pabtt. 

The  nile  that  if  a  witnen,  wiUi  the  foult  of  the  party  produdng  Mm,  faSX  to 
answer,  his  testimony  fs  to  he  stiickea  out|  is  applloable  to  the  case  of  a  party 
iettifyiiig  in  his  own  hehalf. 

In  sa  actioa  to  restxain  the  infringement  of  a  tnde-maik,  one  of  the  plidatlffil, 
when  oflbred  as  a  witoess  on  their  own  hehalf,  as  to  the  issne  on  the  questioa 
of  damages  sustained  hy  them  hy  the  infringement,  refused  to  answer  as  to 
the  materia  with  which  his  compound,  which  he  sought  to  protect  hy  the 
teade-nark«  ww  preparad. 

Bdd,  that  his  claim  for  damages  was  properly  stricken  out  as  a  penalty  for 
eoDterapt  in  refusing  to  answer,  he  not  offering  other  testimony  in  support  of  it. 

The  proper  practice  on  objecting  to  such  interrogatories. 

Appeal  from  an  order  allowing  exceptions  to  a  referee's  re* 
port,  and  referring  the  case  back  to  him. 

The  action  was  for  an  alleged  invasion  of  the  plaintiflb'  right 
to  the  Bse  of  the  word  ^^  Cocoaine/'  with  certain  devices^  con* 
ititnting  a  trade*mark. 

An  order  for  judgment  wts  entered  in  the  plaintifb'  favor, 
enjoining  the  defendants  from  farther  infringing  the  trade- 
mark ;  and  directing  a  reference  to  take  and  state  an  account 
of  the  profits  made  and  obtained  by  the  defendants  npon^  or  by 
iDeans  of,  the  article  in  the  order  referred  to,  and  sold  by  them 
under  the  name  of  Cocoaine ;  and  to  ascertain  and  report  the 
tmonnt  of  damages  sostained  by  the  plaintiffs  by  reason  of  the 
depreciation  of  the  sale  of  their  article  of  Cocoaine,  resulting 
from,  and  in  consequence  of,  the  infringement  of  the  trade-mark 
of  the  plaintiffs  in  the  order  adjudged,  and  all  other  damages 
which  thej  might  have  sustained,  and  ought  to  be  paid  by  the 
defendants,  by  reason,  and  in  eonsequeuce,  of  such  infringement 
of  their  trade-mark. 

One  of  the  plaintijSs  was  called  as  a  witness  before  the  referee 
^  their  own  behal£    After  stating  the  amount  of  sales,  he  was 
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asked  what  profits  had  been  realized  on  the  article  sold  ;  and 
answered  $1.40  on  each  dozen.  On  cross-examination,  he  was 
asked  how  he  got  at  the  profits  per  dozen,  and  replied,  by  esti- 
mating the  cost  of  the  materials,  labor,  &c.  He  was  asked  how 
he  arrived  at  the  cost,  and  to  state  particulars.  The  answer 
was,  bj  estimating  the  cost  of  such  material  in  bulk,  finding 
what  number  of  bottles  contain  a  given  quantity  of  compound, 
adding  labor,  bottles,  packages,  cost  of  printing  labels,  and 
dividing  the  cost  by  the  quantity  produced. 

The  question  was  then  asked — in  making  up  your  estimate  of 
profits,  as  you  have  given,  what  materials  do  you  calculate  the 
cost  upon  t 

The  witness,  under  the  advice  of  counsel,  declined  to  name 
the  materials  of  which  the  article  ^'  Cocoaine"  is  composed ;  the 
witness  stated  that  the  composition  of  the  article  was  secret, 
having  a  considerable  pecuniary  value  to  the  plaintiffs'  firm,  and 
not  known  to  the  public. 

The  referee  decided  that  the  inquiry  was  pertinent  to  the 
matter  presented  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  should  be  answered.  The 
witness  declined  to  answer.  The  referee  decided  that  the  wit- 
ness was  in  contempt  for  not  answering  the  question ;  and  as  a 
penalty,  that  the  subject  of  inquiry,  to  wit,  the  damages  which 
the  plainti£b  claimed  to  have  sustained,  by  reason  of  any  loss 
of  profits  upon  sales  made  by  them,  or  which  they  might  have 
made  of  the  article  manufactured  by  them,  but  for  any  of  the 
alleged  acts  of  the  defendant,  be  stricken  out. 

The  defendant's  counsel  still  insisted  on  an  answer  to  the 
question.  It  was  decided  not  now  to  be  pertinent,  and  the 
counsel  excepted. 

An  exception  was  taken  by  the  plaintiffs,  on  the  ground  that 
the  ]%feree  erred  in  deciding  that  the  plaintiffs,  in  estimating 
their  profits  upon  the  article  Cocoaine,  were  obliged  to  disclose 
the  materials  upon  which  the  cost  was  calculated ;  that  the  in- 
quiry was  pertinent,  and  should  be  answered. 

The  plaintiffs  also  excepted  to  the  decision  that  the  plaintiff 
was  in  contempt  for  not  answering,  and  as  a  penalty  that  the 
claim  of  the  plaintiffs  for  damages  should  be  stricken  out  of  the 
case. 

The  referee  reported  that  the  plaintiffs  had  failed  to  prove 
any  injury  beyond  mere  nominal  damages,  to  have  been  bos- 
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tained  by  the  plaintiffB  by  reason  of  any  depreciation  of  the 
sale  of  their  article  of  Cpcoaine,  in  consequence  of  any  infringe- 
ment of  their  trade-mark  by  the  defendant.  In  effect,  the  report 
disposed  of  the  whole  case  before  the  referee. 

The  exceptions  taken  by  the  plaintiffs  were  brought  before 
the  court  at  special  term,  where  both  were  allowed  and  sus- 
tained, and  the  report  was  set  aside,  and  the  case  referred  back 
to  the  referee  to  proceed  under  the  order. 

From  this  order  the  defendants  appealed. 

• 
jE!  W.  Dodgey  for  the  appellant 

John  Sherwood^  for  the  respondent. 

Br  THs  ConsT. — ^Hoffhait,  J. — ^Ibe  Code  has  in  all  its  pro* 
▼isioDS  as  to  the  examination  of  a  party  on  his  own  behalf, 
treated  it  as  an  examination  of  a  witness.  It  is  now,  as  amended 
in  1860,  as  follows :  ^^  A  party  to  an  action,  &c.,  may  be  examined 
18  a  witness  on  his  own  behalf,  or  in  behalf  of  any  other  party, 
in  the  same  manner,  and  subject  to  the  same  rules  of  examina- 
tion, as  any  other  witness,  except,"  &c. 

It  is  stated  in  the  books  of  practice,  that  if  a  witness  refuses 
to  be  cross-examined,  his  deposition  shall  be  suppressed.  The 
Clerk's  Tutor  in  Chancery  (9)  refers  to  a  case,  October,  1638, 
tt  deciding  this.  {HurfPa  Pr.^  846,  n. ;  The  Praetical  Regis- 
Ur;  OuruB  CanceUarias^  322.) 

13iree  cases  are  cited  in  Hoffman's  Ch.  Pr.  (vol.  1, 463,  n.),  in 
which  it  was  declared  to  be  the  duty  of  the  examining  party  to 
hare  the  witinesB  produced  for  cross-examination,  and  if  he  fail 
to  do  this,  the  deposition  may  be  suppressed.  But  the  case  of 
Coortnay  a.  Hoskins  (2  Ruse.^  258)  is  also  cited,  and  the  head 
note  IB  explicit,  that  if  the  witness  reftise  to  be  cross-examined, 
it  is  not  reason  for  suppressing  the  deposition,  as  he  may  be 
compelled  to  submit  to  it. 

The  witness  had  attended  and  was  examined,  and  no  cross- 
int^Togatories  had  then  been  filed.  On  a  subsequent  day,  the 
party  seeking  to  cross-examine,  had  a  subpoena  served  upon  him, 
which  he  disobeyed. 

Whittick  a.  Lysaght  (1  S.  <b  St.,  446)  is  an  example  of  a 
CMe  in  which  the  fault  of  the  party,  in  not  producing  the  wit- 
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nees  to  be  crosa-examined  within  th^  time  fixed  by  the  rale  of 
court,  led  to  the  Buppressioii  of  the  deposition. 

Haymond  a.  Perrin  (10  Sim.^  179)  is  a  ease  in  which  the 
neglect  of  the  party  moving  to  BtippreBs,  to  take  a  coorae  pre* 
scribed  by  the  practice  of  giving  a  notice  of  an  intention  to 
crofis^zamine,  was  an  answer  to  his  application. 

In  Flouriday  a.  CoUett  (IHclLj  S88>,  one  ]>elaport  had  been 
examined  as  a  witness  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff;  before  he 
was  cross-examined,  he  secreted  himself.  The  plaintiff  was 
ordered  to  procure  him  to  attend  and  be  cross-examined  in  a 
fortnight,  or  in  default,  that  his  deposition  be  snppreaaed,  A 
case  of  Gason  a.  Granger  is  cited  to  the  same  effect. 

And  in  Beatagh  a.  Beatagh  (1  Hogwn,^  98)  it  was  laid  down, 
that  whenever  a  witness  would  not  come  forward  to  be  cross- 
examined,  the  proper  comee  is  to  move  that  he  be  produced  to 
be  cross-examined)  or  that  the  deposition  already  taken  be  anp 
pressed. 

Spalding  a.  Brougham,  in  the  Exchequer  (3  Ford.  Ma.  Pr.^ 
158),  and  Charlton  a.  Bobson  (/}.),  lure  to  the  point,  that  the 
prodncing  party  must  have  the  witness  brought  up  to  be  crose- 
examined  (it  is  to  be  assumed  within  a  reasonable  time),  or  the 
deposition  taken  by  him  in  chief  shall  be  suppressed. 

AH  the  authorities  concur,  that  if  the  prodncing  party  is  in 
any  way  in  fault — if  he  fails  in  pursuing  the  regular  practice  as 
to  retaining  or  producing  the  witness — the  examination  taken 
on  his  behalf  shall  not  stand. 

And  it  may  be,  that  if,  without  his  fault,  but  solely  from  the 
fault  of  the  witness,  the  cross-examination  had  not  tak^i  place, 
the  same  will  be  the  result  In  the  old  case  from  the  Oleik^s 
Tutor  in  Chancery,  it  was  said :  ''  If  a  witness  refuse  to  be 
cross-examined,  it  is  cause  of  exception  to  his  testimony,  and 
the  court  will  suppress  his  deposition,  for  it  argues  favor  and 
partiality." . 

And  Lord  Ellenborough,  in  Casenove  a.  Yaughan  (1  J£  d^ 
Sd,  £.,  6),  says :  ^'  It  is  agreeable  to  common  sense  that  what 
is  imperfect — ^and  if  I  may  say  so,  but  half  an  examination-*- 
shall  not  be  used  in  the  same  way  as  if  it  were  complete/' 

These  authorities  afford  a  clear  guide  and  rule,  to  a  c^iain 
extent,  upon  the  present  question.  If  the  party  is  examined 
as  a  witness,  his  refusal  to  answer  a  cross-cfuestion  is  his  own 
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set  It  moat  entail  upon  him  the  loss  of  his  testiinony  in  his 
own  faror,  or  mmy  snbject  him  to  the  usual  compulsory  process 
to  compel  a  witness  to  testify  if  his  adversary  require  it 

Bat  there  are  still  two  questions  to  be  settled.  Was  the  in- 
tenogatory  put  to  him  pertinent  to  the  issue  1  and.  if  so,  was  he 
privileged  from  answering  it  ? 

It  was  pertinent.  The  plaintiff  sought  to  establish  his  claim 
by  proying  his  loss  of  profits.  To  make  this  out,  he  made  an 
eitimate  of  the  cost  of  the  materials  used  for  a  dosen  bottleSi 
mi  the  price  obtained  for  the  s&me.  The  difference  was  profit. 
If  lie  specified  a  given  article  to  have  cost  a  particular  sum, 
ud  it  was  jproven  to  have  cost  far  more,  the  profit  would  be 
eo  much  reduced.  Hence,  the  inquiry  as  to  the  articles  was 
pertinent 

Was  he  privilegied  from  answering  the  particular  question? 

The  learned  judge  holds  that  he  was  not  bound  to  reveal  the 
Kcret  of  his  trade.    On  what  ground  is  this  exception  placed  ? 

I  have  looked  in- vain  for  any  direct  authority  to  the  point. 
Can^he  principle  of  the  exemption,  if  it  exist,  be  any  other 
than  subjection  of  the  witness  to  a  pecuniary  loset 

The  English  statute  of  4  Geo.  lU.,  c.  87,  was  passed  after 
discussion  in  the  case  of  Lord  Melville.  Eight  judges  had 
beld  against  four  that  a  witness  was  bound  to  answer,  though 
i>f  60  doing  he  might  subject  himself  to  a  civil  action,  or  chi^'gd 
luottelf  with  a  debt 

Oar  own  statute  (2  H&o.  8M.,  406-41)  declares  that  any  com- 
petent witness  in  a  cause  shall  not  be  excused  from  answering 
&<iaestiou  relevant  to  the  matter  in  issue,  on  the  ground  merely 
that  the  answer  to  sudh  question  may  establish,  or  tend  to  es- 
^lish,  that  such  witnesis  owes  a  debt,  or  is  otherwise  subject  to 
>  civil  suit 

Maoran  a.  Lamb  (7  C(W.^  176)  was  a  case  after  the  English 
^  and  before  our  own.  The  party  in  interest,  the  plain* 
'iff's  cMtui  qvs  trust  was  not  compelled  to  testify  against  his 
i&terest 

So  in  Cook  a.  Spaulding  (1  HMy  580),  after  our  statute^  it 
^as  held,  that  the  distinction  between  calling  a  party  in  inter- 
^  and  a  witness  whose  answer  might  snbject  him  to  a  civil 
^it,  was  cited  upon,  and  applied  to  a  member  of  a  banking 
elation  who  refused  to  be  sworn  against  them. 

Vol  XI.~11 
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But  the  Code  adopts  the  principle  of  a  bill  of  discovery,  and 
allows  a  party  to  be  examined  against  his  interest,  as  well  as  to 
be  examined  on  his  own  behalf. 

In  Bull  a.  Lovelace  (10  Pick,^  9),  it  \)7as  ruled  that  a  witness 
was  not  exempted  from  answering,  although  the  answer  may 
affect  his  pecuniary  interest. 

I  conclude  that  Uie  witness  had  not  the  privilege  he  claimed— 
that  the  referee  was  right  in  his  decision  upon  that  point ;  and 
that  the  exception  taken  to  his*  decision,  and  allowed  by  the 
judge,  was  not  well  taken.    This  was  the  eleventh  exception. 

But  the  referee  was  wrong  in  rejecting  the  claim  absolutely, 
and  preventing  the  plaintiff  supporting  it  by  testimony  of  an- 
other kind,  after  his  own  had  been  stricken  out,  if  that  was  ap- 
plied for. 

It  is  to  be  noticed,  that  the  ordinary  practice  in  cases  of  tlilB 
description,  is  not  for  the  referee  to  proceed  and  close  the  case, 
where  a  witness  has  refused  to  answer  a  question.  From  die 
authorities  cited  in  Hoffman,  Master  in  Chancery  (60,  in  1 
Dcm.  Pr.j  920,  ei  Mq.) ;  and  from  the  cases  of  Taylor  a.  Tfood 
(2  Edw.  Ch.j  94),  Fokers  a.  Meeker  (3  /}.,  452),  and  Mowatt  a. 
Graham  (2  /}.,  18),  it  is  to  be  deduced  that  the  usual  course  ia 
for  the  witness  to  state  his  objections  to  answering  a  question 
or  questions,  usually  termed  demurring  to  the  interrogatories. 
These  were  to  be  reduced  to  writing,  and  passed  upon  by  the 
master  if  the  case  was  before  him.  His  certificate  was  pre- 
sented to  the  court  which  was  applied  to  for  process  of  attach- 
ment to  compel  an  answer. 

It  was  once  held  that  the  demurrer  should  be  set  down  regu- 
larly for  argument  A  practice  prevailed  in  our  Court  of 
Chancery  for  the  party  seeking  the  disclosure  objected  to,  to 
move  for  compulsory  process,  and  the  court  then  determined 
the  point.  The  proceedings  were  only  suspended  as  to  the  par- 
ticular point.  The  examination  of  the  same  witness,  or  other 
witnesses  to  other  matters  might  be  had. 

This  practice  was  accurately  pursued  in  the  case  of  Byass  a* 
Smithy  heard  on  appeal  at  the  general  term  of  this  court,  Octo- 
ber 18,  1860.  A  referee  was  appointed  to  ascertain  and  report 
the  amount  of  damages  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  by  reason  of 
the  defendant's  use  of  the  plaintiff's  trade-mark.  The  plaintiff 
called  the  defendant,  and  in  the  course  of  the  examination,  put 
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to  him  Farious  qaeetions  which  he  refused  to  answer.  The  ref- 
eree gave  a  certificate  setting  forth  the  questions,  his  decision 
npon  them  (that  they  were  proper,  and  to  be  answered),  and  the 
refofisl  of  the  witness. 

The  ground  of  the  objection  was  a  tendency  of  his  answers 
t«^  snbject  the  witness  to  a  criminal  prosecution  for  a  misde- 
meanor, under  chapter  123,  section  3,  of  the  laws  of  1860. 

An  order  to  show  cause  why  an  attachment  should  not  issue 
against  him  was  then  obtained.  Mr.  Justice  Robertson  heard 
the  application,  and  denied  it,  and  his  order  was  affirmed  on 
appeal 

The  objections  were  stated  in  detail  in  an  affidavit  used  upon 
the  motion.  Tlie  usual  course  appears  to  be  for  them  to  be  set 
ft^rth  on  the  face  of  the  exception,  and  thus  make  part  of  the 
master's  certificate.  (1  D<m.^  920 ;  Bowman  a.  Rodwell,  1  Mad.j 
^m ;  Strathmore  a.  Strathmore,  11 Z.  Z,  iT.  S.  Ch.^  215 ;  Davis 
a.  Beed,  5  Sim.,  443.) 

In  the  present  case,  however,  as  no  objection  has  been  taken 
upon  this  point  of  practice,  and  the  referee  shut  out  all  testi- 
mony as  to  damages  from  a  loss  of  profit,  which  might  properly 
liave  formed  the  subject  of  a  general  exception  to  a  report,  we 
think  the  case  may  be  regularly  passed  upon. 

Section  272  of  the  Code  as  amended  in  1859,  gives  the  same 
power  to  a  referee  to  punish  witnesses,  as  for  a  contempt  for 
non-attendance,  or  refusal  to  be  sworn  or  testify,  as-  is  possessed 
by  the  court.  It  is  urged  with  much  plausibility,  at  least,  that 
this  is  confined  to  cases  in  which  the  referee  tries  the  case,  a 
reference  of  all  the  issues  in  the  cause — where  he  is  substituted 
for  the  court.  The  resort  to  the  court  in  this  case  was  certainly 
proper.  Indeed,  the  power  of  the  referee  in  any  case  can  only 
be  concurrent. 

Whether  the  defendant  could  obtain  compulsory  process  to 
obtain  an  answer,  or  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  abandon  his 
07D  evidence  in  chief,  are  questions  not  now  before  us. 

The  conclusion  is,  that  the  order  appealed  from  must  be 
modified  by  reversing  so  much  of  it  as  allows  the  eleventh  ex- 
ception, and  aflirming  it  in  all  other  particulars,  no  costs  of  the 
appeal  to  be  allowed  to  either  party. 
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BEEKMAITS  CASE. 
Supr«tM  Cowl,  Fiivi  District ;  Spedai  Term^  Ookibtr.,  1860. 

AflBBSSBCEMT. — ^MuBTIOIPAL  ObDIN ANOB. — GoUBT. 

An  ordinance  of  a  municipal  corporation,  passed  hj  one  board  at  one  session,  bat 

not  passed  by  the  other  nntil  the  next  session,  is  not  dnly  passed,  and  is 

void. 
A  subsequent  amendment,  doJy  passed,  does  not  opemte  to  give  yaUdity  to  the 

ordinanoB. 
Such  objection  to  an  ordinance  authorizing  an  assessment,  is  a  "legal  irregalarity" 

within  the  act  of  1858,  allowing  assessments  in  the  dty  of  New  York  to  be  set 

aside; 
That  act  is  not  nnoonstitutional  as  conferring  any  new  offiee  or  trost  on  the  Jos- 

tioes  of  the  Supreme  Oourt. 

Application  to  set  aside  an  assessment. 

The  grounds  of  the  motion  are  fuUj  stated  in  the  opinion. 

A.  M,  Bwrr^  for  the  petitioner. 

S.  H.  Andermm^  for  the  corporation. 

SirrHBBLAini,  J. — The  assessment  and  proceedings  complained 
of  by  the  petitioner  must  be  vacated ;  because  the  ordinance, 
purporting  to  authorize  such  assessment  and  proceedings,  was 
passed  bj  the  Board  of  Assistants  on  the  8th  of  May,  1851,  and 
by  the  Board  of  Aldermen  on  the  6th  of  February,  18&2 ;  that 
is,  because  it  was  not  passed  by  both  boards  in  the  same  year, 
but  was  passed  by  them  in  different  years ;  so  that,  when  passed 
by  the  Board  of  Aldermen  on  the  6th  of  February,  1852,  the 
Board  of  Assistants,  by  whom  it  had  been  passed,  had  been 
retired  from  office,  and  had  been  succeeded  by  a  new  Board  of 
Assistants. 

It  was  expressly  decided  by  the  general  term  of  this  court, 
in  Wetmore  a.  Story  (22  Barb.,  414 ;  S.  0.,  3  AhboUs'  Pr.,  262), 
that  an  ordinance  so  passed  was  absolutely  void,  although  in 
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form  dnly  approved  by  the  mayor,  on  the  ground,  as  I  nnder- 
fitand  the  reported  reasons  for  the  decision,  that  the  Legislature, 
in  designating  bj  the  charter  the  power  vested  in  the  two 
boards,  as  the  Common  Conncil  of  the  city,  as  the  legislative 
jiower  mnst  be  presumed  to  have  intended,  that  the  universally 
recognized  principles  of  actual  legislatures,  or  legislative  bodies, 
dbonid  apply  to,  and  control  the  so  called  legislative  action  of 
the  Common  Council  of  the  city  of  Kew  York;  so  that  a 
resolution  or  ordinance  passed  by  the  Board  of  Assistants  in 
one  year,  could  not  be  taken  up  as  unfinished  business,  and 
concurred  in  by  the  Board  of  Aldermen  in  another  year,  so  as 
to  make  it  a  valid  resolution  or  ordinance  of  the  Common 
CouDcil,  without  consulting  the  existing  Board  of  Assistants ; 
but  that,  like  the  unfinished  business  of  other  legislative  bodies, 
it  mnst  be  taken  up  de  novo. 

Whatever  might  be  my  own  opinion  of  this  question  as  an 
original  question,  it  would  not  be  proper,  or  in  order,  for  me  to 
set  up  my  own  opinion  against  this  express  decision  of  the 
general  term ;  and  I  must  therefore  hold,  in  this  case,  that  the 
ofdinanoe  purporting  to  authorize  the  assessment  and  proceed- 
iagg  of  which  the  petitioner  complains,  although  approved  by 
the  mayor  on  the  7th  of  February,  1852,  was  absolutely  void, 
ud  did  not  in  fact  authorize  such  assessment  and  proceedings. 
If  absolutely  void,  the  subsequent  amendment  of  it  in  1853, 
bj  striking  out  the  names  of  the  three  assessors  originally  in- 
serted, and  inserting  three  others  in  their  place,  did  not  and 
coald  not  confirm  it  so  as  to  make  it  a  valid  ordinance.  There 
is  nothing  to  show  that  when  that  amendment  was  made,  the 
Common  Conncil  had  the  remotest  idea  that  the  ordinance  re- 
qoired  any  confirmation.  The  amendment  wi^,  in  terms,  con- 
fined to  the  insertion  of  the  three  new  names  in  the  place  of 
those  originally  inserted. 

This  application  is  made  under  the  act,  entitled  ^^  An  act  in 
relation  to  frauds  in  assessments  for  local  improv-ements  in  the 
city  of  New  York,"  passed  April  17,  1858. 

It  cannot  be  doubted,  if  the  words  '^  legal  irregularity,"  as 
^  in  the  first  section  of  the  act,  mean  any  thing,  tb^t  the 
irregularity  in  the  passage  of  the  ordinance  authorizing  the  as- 
eesement  and  proceedings  in  question  was,  and  is,  a  ^^  legal 
'^r^larity"  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.    The  ordinance 
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was,  or  purported  to  be,  the  very  foundation  or  authority  for 
the  assessment  and  proceedings  complained  of.  The  irregular- 
ity of  its  passage  must,  under  the  decision  in  Wetmore  a.  Story, 
be  held  to  be  fatal  to  the  assessment,  and  all  proceedings 
under  it. 

But  it  is  insisted  on  the  part  of  the  Corporation,  that  the  said 
act  of  the  Legislature  under  which  the  application  is  made,  was 
passed  in  violation  of  article  6,  section  8,  of  the  Constitution  of 
this  State,  which  provides  that  justices  of  the  Supreme  Court 
shall  not  hold  any  other  office  or  public  trust ;  that  the  act  un- 
dertakes to  confer  on  the  justices  of  this  court  a  new  or  other 
office  or  public  trust,  which  by  the  Constitution  the  Legislature 
were  prohibited  from  doing,  and  the  justices  of  this  court  are 
prohibited  from  accepting,  or  exercising ;  and,  therefore,  that  I, 
as  one  of  such  justices,  cannot  entertain  this  proceeding,  or  make 
any  order  or  adjudication  in  it. 

It  is  very  clear  to  me,  that  this  act  does  not  undertake  to 
confer  any  new  or  other  office  or  public  trust  on  the  justices  of 
this  court,  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitutional  provision. 

This  court  always  had  jurisdiction  over  the  frauds  and  legal 
irregularities  (so  called  by  the  statute)  not  only  of  individuals, 
but  of  corporations,  municipal  and  private,  within  its  jurisdic- 
tion ;  and  could  always  furnish  a  remedy  to  a  party  who  had 
Buffered,  or  was  about  to  suffer,  by  such  fraud  or  irregularity,  in 
an  action  brought  by  him  for  such  remedy ;  and  perhaps,  in  cer- 
tain cases,  and  under  certain  circumstances,  could,  by  mandamus 
or  certiorari,  give  a  remedy  for  fraud  or  irregularity  in  the  pro- 
ceedings of  a  municipal  corporfttion. 

J  think  the  act  of  April  17,  1858,  in  question,  assumes  this 
old  and  conceded  jurisdiction  of  this  court  over  frauds  and  legal 
irregularities  (so  called).  It  does  not  undertake  to  confer  any 
new  jurisdiction,  or  a  jurisdiction  over  a  new  or  additional  class 
of  subjects  on  the  court,  or  the  justices  thereof;  but  simply  de- 
clares, that  an  old  and  conceded  jurisdiction  of  the  court  may 
be  exercised  and  enforced  through  its  justices  in  a  new  and 
summary  manner,  as  to  a  certain  class  of  frauds  and  ^^  legal 
irregularities''  mentioned  in  the  act.  As  the  court  can  only 
act  and  exercise  its  jurisdiction  through  its  justices,  the  act 
in  form  declares,  that  the  justices  of  the  court  shall  exercise 
the  jurisdiction  in  the  summary  manner  prescribed  by  the  act. 
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The  act  gives  to  the  justices  new  and  additional  powers,  and 
impofics  npon  them  new  and  additional  duties,  but  only  as  to 
the  mode  or  manner  of  exercising  an  old  and  conceded  juris- 
diction, and  which,  as  I  have  before  said,  I  think  the  act  itself 
assumes  to  belong  to  the  court.  The  act,  in  fact,  gives  a  new 
remedy  for  an  old  and  conceded  class  of  wrongs,  and  that  is  all 
it  does,  or  undertakes  to  do. 

If  the  act  had  extended  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  or  in 
form  the  jurisdiction  of  its  justices,  to  a  class  of  municipal 
frauds  and  irregularities,  for  which  at  the  time  there  was  no 
legal  or  judicial  remedy,  I  do  not  think  it  would  at  all  have  in- 
terfered with  the  constitutional  provision  referred  to. 

The  Legislatm'e  is  constantly  conferring  on  this  court,  or  in 
form  on  its  justices,  new  powers,  and  imposing  on  them  new 
duties.  Of  this,  its  justices  may  perhaps  have  some  reason  to 
complain,  but  I  do  not  see  how  the  Constitution  can,  if  the 
duties  are  judicial  duties. 

The  powers  and  duties  of  a  public  officer  may  be  said,  in  a 
certain  sense,  to  constitute  the  office ;  but  adding  one  or  several 
additional  judicial  duties  to  the  office  of  a  justice  of  the  Su- 
preme Court,  whose  powers  and  duties  are  already  so  multifa- 
rious and  extensive,  can  no  more  confer  on  him  any  other  office 
or  public  trust,  than  ^^  one  swallow  can  make  a  summer." 

On  this  point  my  conclusion  is,  that  it  is  competent  for  me, 
as  a  justice  of  this  conrt,  to  entertain  this  proceeding,  instituted 
by  the  petitioner  under  the  act  of  1858,  and  that  I  have  juris- 
diction under  that  act  to  grant  the  relief  asked  for  by  him. 
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THE  PEOPLE  on  rel.  HARTT  a.  WHITE. 
Supreme  Courts  First  District}  Special  Term^  1860. 

.  • 

To  a  mwdamns  reqalring  inspectors  of  ele^^on  to  retain  whether  the  relston 
did  not  receive  the  greatest  number  of  votes,  and  whether  they  did  not  declare 
them  duly  elected,  a  return  that  they  were  not  duly  elected  by  the  greatest 
number  of  votes  is  evasive,  and  should  be  quashed  on  motion. 

▲  suit,  by  dlaimants  to  ofBoei  for  an  injanotioa  to  prevent  advene  daimaats  from 
acting  as  officers,  is  no  bar  to  a  mandamns  to  obtain  oerti  totes  of  election. 

Of  elections  in  religious  corporations. 

Hotion  to  qaash  return. 

The  facts  in  this  controverey  fully  appear  in  the  report  of  a 
previous  proceeding,  10  Ante^  821. 

•  Die  allegations  and  precept  of  the  mandamus  were  as  follows : 

^^That  in  an  eleoti(»i  duly  held  on  the  12th  day  of  Maarch, 
I860,  for  three  trustees  to  supply  the  places  of  three  whoee 
offices  were  about  to  ^pire,  by  the  religious  corporation  ex- 
isting under  the  law  of  this  State,  for  the  incorporation  of 
religious  societies,  under  the  style  of  The  Society  of  the  Church 
of  the  Puritans;  at  which  election,  you,  the  said  White  and 
Smith,  *being  members  of  the  said  society,  and  deacons  of  the 
said  church,  having  been  duly  nominated  therefor  by  a  majority 
of  the  voters  present,  presided ;  the  said  relators  '  were  by  the 
greatest  number  of  votes  cast  duly  elected  as  said  trustees, 
and  that  you  did^  then  and  there^  decla/re  that  they  werf  eo  ele<^dy 
and  that  the  said  election  was  adjourned  vnthout  any  voter 
challenging  or  qtiestioning  the  election  of  the  said  relators;  and 
that  you  now  refuse  to  give  to  the  said  relators  the  proper  cer- 
tificate of  their  election,  provided  for  by  the  law  aforesaid. 

"  *  We  do,  therefore,  hereby  command. and  enjoin  you  forth- 
with to  make,  execute,  and  deliver  under  your  hands  and  seals, 
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to  the  said  relatore,  a  certificate  of  their  election  as  aforefiaid, 
in  due  form  of  law,  or  show  cause,' ''  &c. 

The  return  against  which  thia  motion  was  made,  was  as 
followfi : 

1.  We,  the  said  defendants,  do  respectfully  certify  to  this 
honorable  court,  and  show  that  before  the  said  alternative  man- 
damns  was  sued  out,  to  wit,  on  or  about  the  3l8t  day  of  March, 
1860,  the  said  relators  commenced  their  certain  action  in  this 
ooart  against  these  defendants-  and  others,  touching  the  same 
sabjeet-matter  in  the  said  alternative  mandamus  set  forth,  and 
demanding,  among  other  things,  the  same  relief  sought  to  be 
obtained  by  the  said  wi4t  of  mandamus,  to  which  said  action 
the  defendants  pleaded,  and  put  in  their  answer  (to  which  com- 
plaint and  answer  these  defendants  for  greater  certainty  refer). 
And  the  said  action  was  pending  and  at  issue  at  the  time  the 
relators  sued  out  the  said  alternative  mandamus ;  and  the  same 
is  still  pending  and  undetermined,  and  was  noticed  by  both 
parties  for  the  last  term  of  this  court  (June,  1860),  but  has  not 
yet  been  reached. 

2.  And  we  further  certify  for  cause  why  we  do  not  and  can- 
not give  to  the  said  relators  a  certificate  of  their  election  as 
trustees  of  the  Society  of  the  Church  of  the  Puritans ;  that  the 
laid  relators  were  not  by  the  greatest  number  of  legal  votes 
cast  at  said  election,  duly  elected  as  such  trustees ;  and  although 
one  of  theae  defendants  may  have  then  and  there  stated  that 
the  relators  were  elected,  such  statement  was  not  made  by  them 
as  their  official  act,  but  was  only  an  informal  remark  of  one  of 
them  aa  to  the  apparent  result ;  these  defendants  then  and  now 
npposiDg  that  only  by  the  certificate  authorized  by  the  statute 
coold  they  declare  who  were  elected ;  which  certificate  these  de- 
fendants intended  to,  and  did,  make  on  a  future  day ;  the  tender 
thereof  being  as  is  hereinafter  stated. 

These  defendants  further  say,  that  whether  the  said  election 
was  adjourned  without  any  voter  challenging  or  questioning 
the  election  of  said  relators,  the  defendants,  by  reason  of  the 
confusion  that  prevailed  during  said  election,  and  until  the  ad- 
joomment  thereof,  are  unable  to  say.  *  And  these  defendants 
Airther  say,  that  upon  their  counting  the  votes  after  the  same 
were  deposited,  and  before  the  adjournment  of  the  meeting, 
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thefie  defendants  did  in  fact  state  that  each  of  the  relators  ap- 
peared to  have  thirtj-three  votes ;  and  the  said  Harvey  and 
Tompkins  each  thirty-one  votes,  and  the  said  Bennett  twenty- 
seven  votes ;  but  that  subsequerMtfy  npon  comparing  the  votes 
thus  counted  with  the  poll-list,  it  appeared  by  the  latter,  that 
but  sixty-two  persons  had,  in  fact,  deposited  their  votes ;,  and 
the  ballot  of  Edward  G.  Bartlett,  a  legal  voter  at  said  election, 
had  been,  by  mere  oversight,  omitted,  though  duly  delivered  to 
these  defendants  at  and  during  said  election,  to  be  counted; 
and  his  name  was  not  upon  said  polMist.    That  said  laat-men- 
tioned  ballot  was  for  said  Harvey,  Tompkins,  and  Bennett; 
and  that  it  was  further  discovered  by  these  defendants,  that  o{ 
the  votes  cast  for  the  relators,  and  counted  for  them  in  anch 
statement  of  the  result  of  said  election,  as  was  made  by  them 
as  aforesaid  certain  votes ;  that  is  to  say,  the  votes  of  L.  H.  Dins- 
more,  Henry  Shepard,  William  Herries,  J.  F.  Whipple,  E.  Water- 
bury,  Samuel  Hutchings,  William  H.  Woodbury,  and  Edward 
Gilbert,  were,  and  each  of  them  was,  illegal;  and  the  said  last- 
named  persons  ware,  and  each  of  them  was  not,  a  legal  voter  of 
said  society ;  and  that  for  the  facts  aforesaid,  the  relators  not 
having  received  the  greatest  number  of  legal  votes  cast  at  said 
election,  these  defendants  could  not,  and  did  not^  make  or  give 
a  certificate  that  the  relators  had  received  the  greatest  number 
of  votes  at  said  election,  or  that  they  were  duly  elected  trustees 
of  said  society. 

8.  And  these  defendants  further  certify  and  show,  that  after 
said  election,'  and  before  the  suing  out  of  said  writ  of  alterna- 
tive mandamus,  they  certified  under  their  hands  and  seals,  that 
Charles  B.  Harvey  and  Charles  B.  Tompkins  were  duly  elected 
trustees  at  the  said  election;  and  that  as  to  the  third  trustee 
there  was  no  election,  by  reason  of  an  equality  of  votes  cast  for 
James  O.. Bennett  and  the  relators,  which  certificate  was  de- 
livered to  said  Harvey  and  Tompkins,  and  was  afterwak'ds,  and 
before  the  suing  out  of  said  writ  of  mandamus,  duly  presented 
to  and  accepted  by  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  said  society ;  and 
the  said  board  thereupon,  then,  and  there,  by  a  resolution  duly 
passed,  recognised  the  said  Harvey  and  Tompkins  as  trustees 
of  said  society,  and  ttietnbers  of  said  board,  and  caused  notice 
thereof  to  be  given  to  them  ;  and  the  said  Harvey  and  Tomp 
kins  accepted  the  said  office,  and  at,  and  before  the  suing  out  of 
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said  writ  of  mandamoB,  were,  and  now  are,  exercisiag  the  fane- 
tions  thereof,  and  performing  the  duties  belonging  thereto;  and 
these  defendants  farther  certify  and  show,  that  the  said  Harvey 
and  Tompkins  were  duly  elected  to  said  office  by  a  majority  of 
the  legal  votes  cast  at  said  election. 

Eiw€trd  GHhert  and  William  Curtis  NbyeSy  for  the  motion. 
The  retnm  is  defective  in  that — 1.  It  does  not  state  whether 
any  declaration  was  made  before  the  adjournment  of  the  elec- 
tion, whether  the  relators  were  elected  or  not ;  only  that  such 
a  declaration  may  have  been  made^  without  saying  when.  2.  It 
does  not  say  whether  or  not  there  was  any  challenging  or  ob- 
jection made  to  their  election  prior  to  the  adjournment ;  it  only 
evades  by  alleging  a  confusion  '^  that  prevailed  daring  the  elec- 
tion.'^  The  inspectors  could  tell  whether  they  knew  or  heard 
any  such  thing  at  the  time.  3.  It  does  not  fttate  when  they 
subsequently  compared  the  poll-list,  and  found  ati  error,  nor 
when  they  ^^  further  discovered"  that  any  illegal  votes  were  cast, 
as  stated  in  the  return.  The  return  should  state  whether  tliis 
was  not  long  after  the  election  had  been  adjourned,  in  order 
that  we  may  know  whether  their  acting  at  that  time  was  not 
wholly  without  authority. 

The  result  is,  that  the  substantial  allegation  in  the  mandamus 
is  left  unanswered,  and  has  been  intentionally  evaded. 

The  relators  are  therefore  entitled,  upon  this  motion,  to  the 
relief  they  seek,  because  the  prior  order,  as  the  command  of  the 
mandamus,  has  not  been  complied  with.       * 

Besides,  both  returns  show  that  the  relators  were  duly  elected, 
by  having  received  the  greatest  number  of  votes  given  at  the 
election.  It  is  the  votes  that  elect,  not  the  declaration  of  the 
inspectors ;  and  this  has  been  decided  by  the  court  in  the  case. 
(10  AlhoUa'  Pr.,  824.) 

The  return,  then,  is  intentionally  evasive ;  and  if  the  court 
deem  it  proper,  as  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  relators'  elec- 
tion given  upon  this  return,  evasive  as  it  is,  a  peremptory  man- 
damus may  be  granted. 

K  W.  ChetAer  and  TFm.  M.  Evarta^  in  support  of  the  return. — 
I  By  rule  51  of  this  court,  the  mode  of  dealing  with  a  return 
to  a  mandamus  is  pointed  out.    That  mode  is  by  plea  or  de- 
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murrer.  If  any  other  mode  exists,  it  is  only  in  extreme  cases^ 
where  the  return  is  olearly  frivoloua.  The  cases  io  oar  awn 
reports,  where  a  motion  to  quash  has  been  made  in  place  of  a  de* 
murrer,  were  before  the  existence  of  this  .rule.  There  can  be 
no  pretence  that  the  return  in  this  case  is  fcivolouSy  calling  upon 
the  court  for  the  exercise  of  an  extraordinary  power,  instead  of 
leaving  the  matter  to  be  decided  on  an  issue  of  law  or  of  fact 
to  be  made  up  under  the  rule.  {Tapping^s  Mandamusy  S72  ; 
Law  Zib.,  HT.  &,  60.)  The  People,  &c.  a.  The  New  York 
Common  Pleas,  was  decided  before  this  rule  existed,  and  is 
overruled  by  the  rule.  The  decision,  too,  seems  to  have  been 
as  a  matter  of  special  favor  to  a  judicial  tribunal. 

II.  The  return  shows  the  pendency  of  another  action  for  the 
same  identical  cause, — ^between  the  same  parties,  the  relators 
and  the  defendants — ^the  relators  being  the  plaintiffs, — and  this 
action  in  this  v^ry  court,  and  at  issue,  and  on  the  calendar  for 
trial  when  this  mandamus  was  sued  out  It  would  be  an 
anomaly  if^  while  an  action  is  thus  brought  and  pending,  the 
relators  would  be  indulged  in  harassing  the  defendants  with 
another  suit.  This  point,  in  the  hurried  way  that  the  matter 
was  disposed  of  in  the  heat  of  the  summer,  failed  to  attract  the 
attention  of  the  court  Tapping,  23,  quoting  varaons  authorities 
says,  under  the  caption  of  lis  pendens :  ^'  It  is  a  principle  of  law, 
that  where  a  matter  is  in  controversy  b^ore  a  conLpetent  jurisr 
diction,  the  court  will  not  interfere  by  a  mandamus.  Such 
a  fact  will,  therefore,  found  a  good  return.'' .  This  principle 
applies  with  its  full  strength  where  the  relators  are  the  plaifir 
tiffs  in  the  pending  suit,  and  are  proceeding  with  it,  and  that 
in  the  same  court.  In  such  a  case,  we  cannot  imagine  an  ex- 
ception to  the  rule*  It  is  a  rule  so  well  founded  in  common 
sense  and  common  justice,  and  has  been  so  long  recognized  and 
undisputed,  that  the  defendants  may  well  rest  upon  it  as  an- 
swer to  this  motion  to  quash,  and  for  a  peremptory,  man- 
damus. 

III.  A  rule  equally  clear  and  equally  well  settled  is,  that  this 
writ  can  only  be  granted  ifi  the  absence  or  toani  of  a  specifio 
legal  remedy.  The  same  author  says,  p.  18 :  "The  writ  of  man- 
damus is  not  a  writ  grantable  of  right,  but  by  pr^ogative,  and 
among  other  things,  it  is,  as  before  stated,  the  absence  or  want 
of  specific  legal  remedy  which  gives  the  court  jurisdiaiian 
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to  dispense  it.    It  is  not  granted  to  give  an  easier  or  more  ex- 
peditions remedy ;  but  only  where  there  is  no  other  remedy, 
heing  both  legal  and  specifie ;  and  so  long  and  uniformly  has 
the  conrt  adhered  to  this  doctrine,  and  refased  to  grant,  or,  if 
granted,  qnashed  the  writ,  in  cases  where  there  is  a  specific 
legal  remedy,  either  at  common  law  or  by  act  of  Parliament, 
that  it  has  beoome  a  principle  of  the  law  of  this  subject."    A 
great  multitude  of  cases  are  referred  to  by  the  author  to  sup« 
port  this  doctrine.    The  writ  of  quo  wa/rranto  is  such  a  specific 
l^al  remedy.    The  same  author,  p.  26,  under  the  heading  quo 
warrantOy  says:  ^^The  conrt  will  refnse  to  grant  the  writ  of 
mandamus  if  it  appear  that  the  applicant  has  a  remedy  by  in- 
formation in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto.^^    Thus  a  rule  for  a 
mandamus  to  admit  a  recorder  was  refused,  because  it  appeared 
there  was  a  recorder  ^faeto^  and,  therefore,  that  the  applicant 
had  such  a  remedy.    The  return  shows  that  a  certificate  has 
been  given  to  others, — that  they  have  been  admitted  to  the  of- 
fice, and  are  now  exercising  its  fnnctions.  They  are  in  office,  and 
can  be  removed  from  it  only  by  ^juo  warraivto.    This  is  the 
specific  remedy  to  which  the  relators  are  entitled,  if  duly  elected. 
The  right  of  the  relators  depends  upon  their  election.    The  cer- 
tificate IB  only  evidence  of  this.    Before  a  court  will  award 
them  this  evidende,  they  must  show  that  they  are  entitled 
to  the  office;  and  when  they  show  themselves  entitled,  the 
eonrt  should  award  them  the  6ffice,  and  not  the  mere  evidence 
that  they  are  entitled  to  -it.    This  specific  remedy  exists,  and 
is  by  quo  Vfcvrranto,    It  is  obvious  that  the  relators,  after  bring- 
ing an  action  in  this  court,  in  which  the  merits  will  be  tried 
upon  the  pleadmgs  and  evidence,  seek  here  a  mere  technical 
advantage,  in  which  they-  hope  to  succeed  without  going  into 
the  evidence,  and  without  regard  to  the  real  merits  of  the  mat- 
ter, and  Ae  rights  of  the  parties.    They  seek,  too,  by  this  pro- 
ceeding, to  obtain  an  advantage  over  those  now  in  office,  witih- 
oat  making  them  parties,  or  giving  them  an  opportunity  to 
defend  their  rights ;  and  by  a  proceeding,  too,  in  which  the 
corporate  body*  is  shut  out  from  all  means  of  ascertaining  its 
ngfats  and  interests. 

rV.  He  return  shows  that  a  certificate  has  already  been 
given  by  the  defendants,  which  has  been  recognized  by  the 
Board  of  Thiateee,  and  the  defendants  admitted  into  their  body. 
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Whether  the  defendants  erred  in  this  or  not,  their  powers  are 
gone ;  they  hrefuneti  officio^  and  what  they  have  no  power  to  do 
without  the  order  of  the  court,  they  cannot  do  by  virtue  of  any 
powers  which  the  court  can  confer  upon  them.  The  court  can 
only  compel  them  to  do  what  they  have  the  power  to  do,  and 
ought  to  do  of  their  own  motion. 

Y.  The  court  will  not  grant  a  mandamus  to  compel  men  to 
do  what  will  be  of  no  eifect  when  done.  Others  hold  the  cer- 
tificate, and  are  exercising  the  functions  of  the  office,  and  an- 
other certificate  to  others  cannot  have  the  effect  of  ousting  them. 
They  will  not  regard  it  as  a  supersedeas*  And  if  it  could  have 
this  effect,  then  surely  it  ought  not  to  be  granted,  unless  those 
whose  rights  areUo  be  affected,  are  before  the  court  ias  parties. 

YI.  The  order  requires  the  defendants  to  ^^  make  a  farther 
and  sufficient  return  to  the  alternative  mandamus,"  without  any 
specification  of  what  the  defect  is  in  the  former  return,  or  what 
is  required  as  a  sufficient  return.  In  the  notice  of  this  motion  we 
are  referred  to  Mr.  Oilbert's  affidavit.    How  this  can  be  a  guide, 
it  is  difficult  to  imagine.    But  assuming  that  it  is,  every  thing 
complained  of  in  that  affidavit  is  met  by  the  amended  return. 
The  objections  now  made  on  the  part  of  the  relators,  are — 
1.  Diat  it  does  not  state  whether  the  declaration  was  made  5e* 
fore  the  adjournment    Then  the  utmost  that  relators  can  claim 
is,  that  it  was  made  before  or  after,  as  they  may  choose  ;  that 
is,  that  it  be  taken  most  strongly  against  defendants.    The  re- 
turn, in  truth,  admits  the  allegation  as  made  by  relators,  and 
they  have  the  benefit  of  it    2.  That  the  return  does  not  state 
whether  any  objection  was  made  to  the  election  of  the  trustees 
prior  to  the  adjournment.    The  return  states  that  the  defend- 
ants, by  reasoin  of  the  confusion  prevailing,  cannot  tell  whether 
there  was  or  not    This  is  all  they  know  about  it    And  yet  it 
is  urged  as  an  objection  to  this,  that  '^  the  inspectors  could  tell 
whether  they  knew  or  heard  any  such  thing  at  the  time."    If 
they  had  heard  any  such  thing  at  the  time,  then  they  coald 
tell ;  but  they  say  they  cannot  tell.    This  is  sorely  a  htfpercritv' 
cism  upon  the  form  of  an  expression  in  the  return,  and  it  asks 
merely  a  change  of  form  to  better  suit  the  taste  of  counsel,  not 
a  change  of  substance.    8.  That  ^^  it  does  not  state  when  they 
subsequently  compared  the  poll-lists  and  found  an  error,"  and 
should  state  whether  this  was  not  lonff  after  the  election.    This 
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part  of  the  return  ie  not  in  ansirer  to  any  Bpecific  allegation  in 
the  writ ;  and  if  there  is,  therefore,  any  thing  wanting  in  cer- 
tainty, it  is  not  a  cause  for  quashing  the  return.  It  is  not 
an  omission  to  answer  any  charge  made ;  nor  is  there  any  hint 
in  the  order  or  in  the  affidavit,  tiiat  any  thing  more  certain  or 
definite  was  required  in  this  regard* 

These  three  points,  made  by  relators'  counsel,  fail  to  show  that 
"the  substantial  allegation  in  the  mandamus  is  left  unanswered, 
and  has  been  intentionally  evaded."    Counsel  for  relators  say 
farther :  ^'  Besides,  both  returns  show  that  the  relators  were  duly 
elected,  by  having  received  the  greatest  number  of  votes  given 
at  the  election.    It  is  the  votes  that  elect,  not  the  declaration  of 
the  inspectors;  and  this  has  been  decided  by  the  court  in  the 
case  (10  AhboM  Pr.y  324)."    It  is  true  that  "  it  is  the  votes  that 
elect,  not  the  declaration  of  the  inspectors ;"  and  this  is  a  full 
answer  to  the'  relators'  claim  to  a  mandamus  in  this  case*    The 
question — ^the  real  question — ^between  these  parties  and  others 
is,  who  is  elected }    And  since  this  is  to  be  determined  by  the 
votes,  the  court  must  be  called  upon  in  such  a  form  of  proceedings 
as  will  make  this  issue.    For  this,  a  writ  of  mandamus  is  not 
adapted ;  at  least,  not  a  writ  of  mandamus  merely  to  compel 
the  giving  of  a  certificate.    If  a  mandamus  is  to  be  used  at  all, 
it  must  be  (taking  this  argument  of  plaintiffs'  counsel  to  be  cor- 
rect) a  mandamus  to  the  Board  of  Trustees  to  admit  the  relators 
to  seats  in  their  body,  on  the  ground  that  they  are  legally 
elected.     This  might  produce  an  issue  in  which  the  facts  could 
he  ascertained.    It  would  not  .be  a  mandamus,  the  object  of 
which  is  to  obtain  a  mere  piece  of  evidence,  not  conclusive 
upon  the  counsel's  own  showing.    Whatever  of  sound  argu- 
ment there  may  be  in  the  decision  cited  in  10  Abbotts'  Pr., 
324,  the  relators  have  appealed  from  that  decision,  and  keep 
hoth  the  suit  in  which  it  is  made,  and  the  motion  still  in  court — 
the  suit  on  the  trial-calendar,  the  motion  on  the  appeal-cal- 
endar. 

YIL  The  high  prerogative  writ  of  mandamus  is  never  used. 

to  give  to  parties  a  mere  technical  advantage;  but  only  where 

otherwise  wrong  and  substantial  injustice  would  be  suffered,  for 

which  the  parties  had  no  other  remedy. 

Vin.  The  result  of  the  whole. is  this, — 

1.  That  the  ^9t  answer  or  defence  of  the  return  is  not  in- 
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Tolved  in  the  relators'  present  objectioiiB ;  msd  while  that  standsy 
no  peremptory  mandamtid  can  be  granted,  shoald  the  court 
consider  the  second  answer  <^  defence  of  the  rettim,  to  which 
the  relators'  present  objections  do  refer,  insnffioient; 

2.  The  iirst  answer  or  defence  of  the  retti^  is  a  b^  to  the 
relief  of  mandamus,  for  two  reasons.  (1.)  tJpon  the  general  prin- 
ciple, that  the  suit  by  these  relators  against  thede  respondents, 
already  pending,  precludes  this  second  litigation  while  the  first 
is  pending.  (2.)  Because  a  mandamus  is  never  allowed  as  a 
remedy  while  (»ny  other  exists,  although  such  other  may  not 
have  been  instituted.  These  relators  mnst  admit  that  remedy 
by  suit  does  exist,  for  they  are  pnysecruting  it. 

3.  The  defence  in  &e  second  answer  of  the  return  i's  good, 
for  several  reasons.    (1.)  K  shows  the  posture  of  the  contesting 
rights  to  be  such,  that  qtM  warranto  must  be  brought  to  settle 
them,  and  mandamus  can  adjudge  nothing.    'Riis  is  a  universal 
principle,  and  admits  of  no  exception.    When  one  party  is  in, 
liie  contesting  party  cannot  get  in  by  mandamus,  as  he  may 
sometimes  to  an  <^ee  without  any'  claimant  in  possession). 
(2.)  It  shows  that  the  respondents  have  in  good  faith  given  a 
certificate  of  election,  and  cannot  in  conscience  give  a  contrary 
certificate  while  the  Jhct  of  the  iJXegaliiy  of  the  votes  necessary 
to  make  uj>  the  relator^  number  remains  unchanged  in  their 
minds.    On  yuo  vyammto,  ^^Xfact  will  be  examined.    In  this 
litigation  it  is. not  involved,  and  any  adjudication  cannot  be 
made  here  that  will  instruct  the  respondents  on  that  point 
(8.)  Because  the  whole  of  this  answer  or  defence  to  the  return 
is  true^ — ^is  suffidervt  and  complete, — and  only  by  its  being  dis- 
proved, can  the  least  duty  be  imagined  on  the  part  of  tfhese 
respondents  to  give  any  other  certificate.    That  the  answer  is 
true  is  admitted  by  this  motion. 

4.  If  this  anefwer  or  defence  be  not  good  at  law,  the  only 
method  of  objection  is  by  demurrer.  If  a  motion  may,  for 
avoidance  of  dilatory  forms,  be  allowed,  yet,  in  substance,  it  is  a 
demurrer,  and  the  substantial  rights  of  the  parties  will  be  sus- 
tained accordingly.  "In  this  case,  the  relator,  in  effbct,  demurs 
to  the  return.  If  the  defendants  shall  be  diteatisfied  with  the 
decision  which  shall  be  made,  a  record  may  formally  be  made 
up,  upon  which  such  decision  can  be  reviewed  by  a  higher  tri- 
bunal.'*   (The  People  a.  Hudson,  7  Wend.,  474.)    In  that  case, 
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the  motion  covered  the  whole  return.  Here,  there  being  a  good 
retom,  not  deranrred  to  by  this  motion,  there  coald  be,  at  most, 
(Hilj  judgment  amidst  respondents  as  to  this  branch,  as  if  on 
demurrer,  leaving  the  other  defence  of  lis  pendens  to  b^ 
tried,  if  contested  in  fact  If  not  contested  in  fact,  then  the 
judgment  would  be  for  the  respondents  on  the  whole  merits, 
though  the  second  answer  or  defence  of  the  return  was  in- 
Mifficient 

WUUam  Curtis  Ncyes^  m  reply. — ^I.  The  fact  that  the  re- 
lators were  elected  by  tiie  greatest  number  of  votes,  and  the 
ddendants  declared  them  so  to  be,  and  adjourned  without  chal- 
lenge of  the  result,  of  itself  entitles  the  relators  to  a  certificate 
rf  election  (10  AhbatUf  Pr.^  826),  and  the  return,  in  order  to  be 
sofficient,  should  have  denied  this  fact.  (10  Wend.^  25 ;  li 
5<w*.,  33 ;  11  How.  Pr.,  89.) 

II.  The  snit  alluded  to  is  no  bar  to  the  mandamus.  It  is  for 
damages;  the  parties-plaintiff,  or  defendant,  are  not  identical; 
the  relief  here  sought  as  the  only  object,  is  there  only  inciden- 
tal; and  there,  the  injunction  which  was  the  main  relief  sought, 
▼aa  denied.  Moreover,  the  effect  of  the  mandamus  cannot  be 
iiad  in  this  suit.  The  remedy  by  action  is  not  specific,  and  does 
Bot  take  away  that  by  mandamus.  (1  Barb.^  84 ;  28  Wend., 
ttS.)  The  writ  of  quo  wammto  is  no  specific  remedy  here. 
The  giving  of  the  certificate  sought,  is  a  ministerial  act,  and 
?uo  yDOTTaivto  cannot  be  instituted  without  the  certificate.  The 
relators  are  entitled  to  the  certificate  to  throw  the  burden  of 
proof  npon  the  adverse  claimants. 

• 

LroRAHAM,  J. — The  plaintiffs  move  to  quash  the  last  return 
for  insnfficiency.    That  return  sets  up,— 

1.  That  before  the  writ  was  issued,  the  relators  commenced 
an  astion  against  these  defendants  and  others,  touching  the  same 
sab]ect*matter  in  the  mandamus  set  forth,  and  demanded  the 
«me  relief  sought  to  be  obtained  thereby,  to  which  the  defend- 
aotg  pleaded  the  same  was  at  issue. 

2.  That  the  relators  were  not  by  the  greatest  number  of  legal 
votes  duly  elected  trustees,  &c. 

3.  That  there  were  more  ballots  counted  than  there  were  per- 
sons who  had  vot«d,  and  that  the  inspectors  had  a  ballot  which 
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was  by  overBight  omitted,  and  that  such  ballot  was  for  defend- 
ants, which  was  discovered  after  the  ballots  had  been  counted 
and  the  result  announced.  And,  further,  that  the  inspectors 
afterwards  discovered  that  eight  of  the  persons  who  voted  for 
the  relators  were  not  legal  voters,  and  therefore  thej  gave  the 
certificate  to  the  defendants. 

4.  That  they  bad  given  a  certificate  to  the  defendants,  who 
have  undertaken  the  dutiel  of  the  office,  and  are  now  acting  as 
such. 

By  the  previous  proceedings,  it  is  evident  that  the  defendants 
have  not  answered  as  required  by  the  court. 

They  were  required  to  answer  whether,  of  the  votes  that 
were  received  by  the  inspectors  at  the  election,  the  relators  did 
not  receive  the  greatest  number,  and  whether  they,  the  inspec- 
tors, did  not  declare  the  relators  duly  elected,  &c. 

They  were  also  required  to  say  whether  any  votes  were  chal- 
lenged at  the  election.  On  these  points,  tlie  respondents  have 
not  answered,  but  have  evaded  such  an  answer  by  setting  up 
that  the  relators  were  not  elected  by  legal  votes,  and  that  they 
do  not  know,  owing  to  the  confusion,  whether  any  voters  were 
challenged  or  not. 

Without  referring  to  the  residue  of  the  return,  it  appears  to 
me  that  the  conduct  of  the  respondents  in  thus  attempting  to 
evade  an  answer  to  matters  set  up  in  the  papers,  has  exposed 
them  to  the  consequences  of  this  motion. 

It  is  of  no  moment  whether  they  have  set  up  other  matters 
in  their  return,  which  may  constitute  a  defence.*  The  relators 
had  a  right  to  a  return  on  the  matters  directed  by  the  court ; 
and  where,  in  a  second  return,  the  respondents  seek  to  evade 
making  it  consistent  with  the  order  of  the  court,  they  ask  the 
court  with  a  very  ill  grace  to  look  at  their  other  defences,  to 
excuse  them  from  not  obeying  the  order  of  the  court. 

It  was  their  duty  to  have  answered  explicitly  on  these^mat- 
ters,  and  having  done  so,  they  might  then  have  set  up  any 
further  defences  which  they  supposed  existed  to  this,  proceed- 
ing. 

For  these  reasons,  it  would  be  enough  for  me  here  to  grant 
this  motion  without  examining  the  other  defences  set  up  by  the 
respondents. 

I  think  it,  however,  proper  to  add  here,  that  the  action  set  up 
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bv  tlie  respondents  as  a  bar,  cannot  be  a  bar  to  this  proceeding ; 
because  in  that  action  neither  the  certificate  of  election  nor 
possession  of  the  office  can  be  obtained  by  the  judgment.  What- 
ever may  be  the  prayer  pf  the  complaint,  the  facts  set  np  war- 
rant no  recovery,  nnless  it  may  be  damages  for  withholding 
from  the  ^relators  the  certificate  of  election ;  and,  tmder  the 
present  practice,  the  prayer  of  the  complaint  becomes  im- 
material. As  to  the  residue  of  the  return,  I  concur  with  Mr. 
Justice  Mullen  in  the  views  heretofore  expressed  by  him  in  this 
case. 

After  the  ballots  were  received  by  the  inspectors  without, 
challenge  or  objection,  their  right  to  inquire  into  the  character 
of  the  voters  ceased.  The  only  duty  that  remained  for  them 
to  perform  was  to  count  such  ballots  and  return  the  number 
of  votes  received,  and  the  names  of  those  having  the  greatest 
number. 

It  would  be  idle  to  attempt  to  conduct  any  election  by  ballot, 
if,  after  the  election  was  closed,  the  inspectors  could,  when 
they  ascertained  who  had  the  greatest  number  of  votes,  in- 
stitute an  inquiry  whether  any  of  those  who  voted  for  the  suc- 
cessful party  were  legal  voters,  and  in  this  way  change  the 
result  of  the  election. 

If  such  a  course  could  be  declared  legal,  there  would  be  few 
elections  at  the  present  day  which  might  not  be  affected  by 
such  a  proceeding.  The  mere  statement  of  the  proposition  car- 
ries the  answer  on  the  face  of  it 

I  think  this  motion  must  be  granted.  The  conduct  of  the 
respondents  in  evading  a  proper  return,  renders  it  proper  that 
a  peremptory  mandamus  should  issue.  Nor  is  there  any  doubt 
about  the  propriety  of  such  an  order  from  what  may  be  inferred 
from  the  return  itself,  viz.,  that  they  did  count  the  votes  received 
by  them,  and  that  the  relators  had  the  largest  number.  The 
^bsequent  proceedings  to  reduce  that  number  were  illegal,  and 
if  there  were  more  votes  in  the  box  than  had  been  received,  it 
was  too  late  for  the  inspectors  to  remedy  the  matter  after  the 
ballots  were  counted.  The  remedy  was  in  a  different  proceeding. 

Motion  granted,  with  $10  costs. 
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SupreTM  Oourty  Second  District ;  General  Term^  September  j  1860. 

BbOOKLTN.  —  PsnrATE'PBOPSBTT    TAKKET    FOB    PUBLIO    UfiB. — 

LfjrCTNOTlON. 

An  owner  of  land  aiwifd  fot  a  loc&I  inkprorement  Gannot  inn>ke  the  •qnitiU)le 
powen  of  the  oourt  to  relieve  agaloel  omittions  or  IrregiUaritleB  in  the  pio- 
ceedings  of  the  eommUeionerg. 

An  Individual  taxpayer  cannot,  by  suit,  impeach  the  validity  of  a  contract  by  the 
municipal  corporation. 

Under  eection  8  of  the  Brooklyn  sewerage  and  ^btdnsge  aet  of  1867  (2  Lean  ^ 
1867, 100,  ch.  621),  providing  that  if  the  oommiasioners,  in  their  plan  of  sewerage, 
find  it  neoessary  to  construct  a  sewer  through  any  street  not  opened  by  law, 
and  it  cannot  be  constructed  without  carrying  it  through  a  part  of  each  street, 
the  commissioners  may  take  proeeedings  to  have  the  street  opened  ; — an  abso- 
lute or  physical  necessity  is  not  contemplated.  The  oommissionem'  plan  is  for 
the  entire  city,  and  the  commissioners  are  to  be  allowed  a  laige  discretion. 

The  appropriation  of  land  to  public  use  as  a  street,  confers  a  public  right  to  urn 
the  same  Tor  the  construction  of  a  sewer  in  the  middle  of  the  street,  and  the 
owner  is  not  entitled  to  additional  compensation  for  the  latter  use. 

The  privilegea  incidental  to  the  use  of  property  taken  for  public  use  as  a  high- 
way. 

Appeal  from  order  disBolving  ii^janction. 

'  The  facts  are  fullj  declared  in  the  opinion. 

BriiUm  and  JS7y,  for  plaintiff. 
AlexmdeT  MoCue^  for  the  dofendante,    . 

Br  THB  CouBT.*— Brown,.J. — ^The  plaintiff  ia  the  owner  in 
fee  of  lands  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn^  over  and  through  which 
Butler-street,  sometimes  called  Harriaon-street,  had  heretofore 
been  laid  ont,  hut  not  opened  for  use  under  the  usual  proceed- 
ings for  that  purpose.  The  defendants,  Gamaliel  King,  John 
H.  Funk,  Daniel  L.  Northrop,  and  William  B.  Lewis,  are  the 

_ ^ ^^^ ^ ^^^^^^"^  * 
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commifisionerB  of  sewerage  and  drainage  in  the  city  of  Brook- 
lyn, under  the  act  of  the  16th  April,  1857,  and  the  act  amend- 
ing the  same,  concerning  sewerage  and  drainage,  in  such  city. 
The  defendants,  William  Eenny  and  John  B.  HoUiday,  are  con- 
tractors with  the  commissioners  to  open  a  sewer  in  Butler-street. 
The  plaintiff  filed  his  complaint  in  the  City  Court,  and  upon 
the  grounds  to  which  I  shall  refer,  obtained  an  injunction  re- 
training the  defendants  from  proceeding  to  construct  the  sewer. 
The  injunction  was  afterwards  dissolved  upon  motion,  with  the 
condition,  that  should  the  plaintiff  appeal  within  three  days, 
and  take  short  notice  of  argument,  the  order  should  not  take 
effect  until  the  decision  of  the  general  term  of  thig  court.  The 
plaintiff  ^pealed,  and  hence  we  are  to  determine  whether  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  tho  injunction,  which  is  the  principal  ob- 
ject of  the  action. 

To  enable  the  commissioners  to  construct  the  sewer,  they  in- 
stituted proceedings  under  section  8  of  the  act,  and  presented  a 
petition  to  this  court  for  the  appointment  of  commissioners  of 
estimate  and  assessment.  They  were  appointed,  and  entered 
upon  the  execution  of  the  duties  of  their  office,  made  their  re- 
port, which  was  duly  confirmed  at  the  special  term  of  this  court, 
the  plaintiff  being  heard  in  opposition  thereto. 

One  of  the  grounds  upon  which  he  now  asks  the  injunction 
is,  the  neglect  of  the  eommi^si(mers  to  comply  with  certain 
requisites  of  the  statute  in  regard  to  opening  streets ;  and,  in  par- 
ticular, that  the  notice  of  the  application  for  the  appointment 
of  commissioners  of  estimate  and  assessment,  did  not  specify 
the  district  of  assessment  It  is  an  answer  to  this,  as  it  is  to 
^  similar  objections,  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  invoke  the  equita- 
ble interpositioas  of  the  court  for  any  omissions  or  irregularities 
in  the  proceedings  to  open  the  street.  .  He  may  review  them 
by  certiorari,  or  he  may  put  in  issue  the  title  of  the  public  au- 
thorities of  Uie  city  to  enter  upon  his  lands,  by  a  common-law 
action,  which  will  tring  up  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings  to 
open  the  street;  but  he  cannot  test  their  effect  upon  his  titlQ  by 
^  equitable  action.  ' 

Another  ground  upon  which  he  claims  the  injunction  is,  an 
informality  in  the  form,  or  rather  in  the  parties  to  the  contract 
▼ith  the  defendants  Kenny  and  Holliday  to  construct  the  sewer. 
The  contract  is  made  in  the  name  of  the  city  of  Brooklyn.    If 
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a  contract  made  in  this  form  ehonld  be  deemed  illegal,  the  plain- 
tiff is  not  in  a  condition  to  impeach  it,  or  pnt  its  validity  in 
qncBtion.  He  is  but  one  of  a  multitude  of  the  inhabitants  and 
taxpayers  of  the  city,  and  has  no  standing  in  court  to  litigate 
in  regard  to  it. 

He  next  asserts  as  a  ground  of  his  application,  the  want  of  all 
necessity  for  a  sewer  in  Butler-street,  and  claims  the  existence 
of  snch  necessity  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  application  to 
open  the  street    The  act* is  designed  to  fuVnish  a  system  of 
drainage  for  the  entire  city,  and  requires  the  commisBioners  to 
devise  and  frame  a  scheme  for  the  whole  city,  upon  a  regular 
and  systematic  plan,  so  as  to  remove  the  surplus  waters,  and  the 
superabundant  filth  from  every  part  of  the  city.    The  object  is 
its  purification,  and  the  better  health,  happiness,  and  conven- 
ience of  its  inhabitants.    Such  a  scheme,  it  is  evident,  must  have 
reference  to  the  formation  of  the  ground,  its  level  in  various 
places,  with  a  view  to  the  descent  of  the  waters  to  be  removed, 
and  the  communication  of  the  principal  sewers  with  the  tide* 
waters  into  which  their  contents  are  to  be  poured.     Section  8 
of  the  act  declares,  that  ^^  should  the  commissioners,  in  devising 
such  a  plan,  find  it  necessary  to  construct  a  sewer  through  any 
street  or  avenue  not  opened  by  law,  and  such  sewer  cannot  be 
constructed  so  as  properly  to  drain  any  portion  of  the  city, 
without  carrying  the  same  through  such  unopened  street  or 
avenue,''  it  shall  then  be  lawful  for  the  commissioners  to  apply 
to  the  Supreme  Court,  and  institute  the  usual  proceedings  to 
open  the  street.    The  argument  of  the  plaintiff  is,  that  the 
word  necessary,  as  ^nsed  in  the  section,  and  the  words,  ^'  and 
such  sewer  or  drain  cannot  be  constructed  so  as  to  properly 
drain  any  portion  of  said  city  without  carrying  thie  same  through 
such  unopened  street  or  avenue,"  indicate  an  intention  that  the 
unopened  street  should  not  be  appropriated  to  the  uses  of  the 
sewerage  system,  unless  it  was  physically  impossible  to  conduct 
the  sewerage  through  the  streets  already  opened  to  public  use. 
And  thus  the  absolute  necessity  would  become  the  condition 
upon  which  the  commissioners  could  apply  to  open  a  street 
Such  a  construction  is  not  reasonable,  for  it  takes  away  n^nch  oi 
the  discretion  of  the  commissioners  in  the  location  of  the  works, 
and  limits  and  restrains  their  powers  of  action.   So  that  a  libersl, 
comprehensive,  and  eflScient  system  of  drainage  cannot  be  ao- 
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complished.  Ko  matter  what  impediments  the  commidsioners 
may  encounter ;  no  matter  what  may  be  the  cost  and  the  time 
reqaired  to  remove  them;  unless  these  impediments  are  of 
such  a  character  that  they  cannot- be  removed,  their  powers  are 
limited  to  the  streets  already  opened  to  the  public  use.  The 
words  of  the  section,  ^^  in  case  the  commissioners,  in  devising  and 
framing  a  plan  of  sewerage  and  drainage,  find  it  necessary"  to 
construct  a  sewer  through  an  unopened  street,  and  the  words, 
**  properly  drain  any  portion  of  said  city,"  which  follow  almost 
immediately  thereafter,  show  that  the  commissioners  were  to 
exercise  their  own  discretion  as  to  the  sewers,  and  the  location 
of  them,  which  were  to  constitute  an  efficient  system  of  sewer- 
age for  the  city.  The  idea  of  devising  and  framing  a  system 
of  sewerage  for  a  large  and  growing  city,  which  are  the  trusts 
confided  to  the  commissioners,  implies  a  large  measure  of 
discretion,  for  without  it,  they  could  not  be  beneficially  ex- 
eicised. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  also  contends  that  the  appro- 
priation of  the  land  to  the  uses  of  a  public  street,  in  conformity 
with  the  statutes  and  the  constitution,  conferred  no  right  to  ap- 
propriate it  to  the^  uses  of  constructing  a  sewer,  devoted  to  con- 
ducting away  the  impurities  and  surplus  waters  collected  from 
portions  of  the  city,  without  compensation  to  the  owner.  This 
presents  the  question,  whether  the  uses  are  not  inconsistent  and 
different,  or  whether  the  use  for  a  sewer  is  not  incidental  to  and 
within  the  use  for  a  public  street.  The  case  of  Williams  a.  The 
Central  Railroad  Co.  (16  iT.  Z".,  97),  is  distinguishable  from  the 
present  in  most  of  its  features.  There,  the  dedication  was  for  a 
street  over  and  through  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  ap- 
propriation had  been  made  to  a  railroad  company,  operating  its 
cars  and  engines  by  steam  at  the  rate,  of  forty  trains  each  day, 
along  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff*,  for  the  exclusive  profit  of  its 
stockholders.  In  the  present  case,  the  appropriation  for  the 
uses  of  a  sewer  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  public  at  large.  A 
railroad,  with  numerous  trains  of  cars  thereon,  is  an  impedi- 
ment, an  obstruction,  above  and  upon  the  surface  of  the  street, 
of  the  most  serious  and  dangerous  character.  A  sewer  lies  be- 
low the  surface  of  the  street,  forms  no  obstruction,  makes  no 
noise,  and  creates  no  danger.  A  railroad,  operated  by  steam  in 
the  streets  of  a  city,  is  a  positive  injury  to  the  adjoining  property, 
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and  deteriorates  its  value.    A  sewer  properly  constructed  in  the 
centre  of  a  public  street,  is  positiVelj  beneficial  to  the  adjoining 
property,  and  enhances  its  value.    The  Court  of  Appeals,  in 
the  case.refered  to,  adjudged, — that  the  two  uses,  the  one  for  a 
highway,  and  the  other  for  a  railroad,  were  inconsistent  with 
each  other,  the  latter  use  nearly  superseding  the  former.     That 
the  land  was  subjected  to  a  double  easement    That  the  dedica- 
tion of  laud  to  the  use  of  a  public  highway,  is  not  a  dedica- 
tion to  the  use  of  a  railroad  company.    That  the  two  uees  are 
essentially  diflferent.    And  that,  consequently,  a  railway  cannot 
be  built  upon  a  highway  without  compensation  to  the  owners. 
Kow  the  uses  of  a  public  street  in  a  city,  and  a  sewer  in  the 
centre  of  the  street,  are  not  inconsistent  with  each  other.    They 
are  not  different.    They  are  in  harmony,  both  contributing  to 
benefit  the  adjoining  property.    Where  a  sewer  is  conatructed 
through  a  street  already  opened  to  the  public,  it  takes  nothing 
away  from  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  land.    He  sufiPers  no 
detriment  and  no  injury,  and  should  the  law  provide  a  mode  of 
awarding  him  compensation,  it  would  be  a  nugatory  provision, 
for  he  parts  with  nothing  of  value. 

Section  1,  of  title  4,  of  the  act  of  the  17th  April,  1854,  to 
consolidate  the  cities  of  Brooklyn  and  Williamsburgh,  &e., 
gives  the  Ooumion  Council  power  to  cause  streets  and  avenues 
to  be  opened  and  widened,  regulated,  graded,  and  paved,  and 
to  cause  sewers,  drains,  wells,  and  pumps,  to  be  constructed 
therein.    The  subsequent  sections  of  the  title  prescribe  the 
maimer  of  opening  streets,  and  estimating  the  value  of  the  lands 
taken,  and  the  benefit  to  be  derived  therefrom.    There  is  much 
force  in  the  suggestion,  that  in  acquiring  land  for  the  uses  of  a 
street,  the  damages  are  estimated,  and  compensation  awarded 
to  the  owner,  not  alone  for  the  mere  right  to  pass  and  repass, 
but  also  for  the  other  uses,  such  *as  sewers,  drains,  wells,  and 
pumps,  referred  to  in  the  act    I  do  not,  however,  rely  so  much 
upon  that,  as  I  do  upon  the  legal  principles  to  which  I  shall 
refer.    These  are  certain  powers  and  privileges  incident  to  the 
right  of  way  which  it  may  be  well  to  notice.    They  may  be 
classed  generally  as  those  which  are  necessary  to  the  perfect 
enjoyment  of  the  right  to  pass  and  repass. 

There  is  the  right  to  dig  the  soil  and  to  use  the  material  and 
timber  for  the  repair  of  the  road.  It  is  evident,  that  as  mankind 
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progress  in  physical  and  material  improvements,  these  incidental 
privileges  must  increase  and  be  greatly  enlarged.    The  mere 
right  to  pass  and  repass  npon  the  surface  of  the  ground  would 
not  fulfil  the  conditions  of  the  highway  at  the  present  time. 
Among  the  first  conditions  of.  a  good  road  is  a  level  surface, 
and  this  implies  the  right  to  grade,  reduce  the  elevations,  and 
fill  up  the  depressions.    The  right  to  do  this  would  hardly  be 
disputed.      Another  condition  is,  that  the   road   should  be 
kept  free  from  accunaulations  of  water.    This  would  imply  the 
power  to  make  drains  and  sewers  for  its  removal. .  Should  this 
water  eoUect  upon  the  adjoining  lands  in  consequence  of  ele- 
Titiog  the  depressed  portions  of  the  roadway,  the  right  and  the 
obligations  of  the  public  authorities  would  necessarily  follow 
for  its  removal  by  drains  and  sewers.   It  has  been  held,  that  the 
right  to  erect  toll-houses,  and  sink  wells,  followed  as  incidental 
to  the  grant  of  an  easement  for  a  tampike-road.    (Tucker  a. 
Tower,  9  Pick,^  109.)   These  privileges,  incidental  to  the  use  of 
a  highway,  must  expand  and  multiply  in  regard  to  the  streets 
and  avennee  of  cities.    The  right  to  sink  wells  and  cisterns  has 
been  freely  exercised,  and  has  not,  as  I  am  aware  of,  ever  been 
disputed.     Large  and  copious  streams  of  water  flowing  through 
every  street,  and  into  every  house,  has  now  become  a  prime 
necessity  in  ev^  healthy  and  habitable  city.    No  one  doubts 
the  right  of  the  corporate  authorities  to  lay  down  the  mains 
and  pipes  for  this  purpose  in  the  public  streets,  without  com- 
peoeation  to  the  owners  of  the  fee.    8o  it  is  with  gas  pipes  dis- 
tributed over  the  entire  city.    A  comprehensive  system  of 
sewerage  also  becomes  a  necessity  under  such  circumstances. 
And  the  right  to  construct  the  necessary  sewers  in  the  public 
streets,  to  remove  and  conduct  away  the  water  and  impurities 
which  collect  therein,  to  the  prejudice  and  peril  of  iiealth  and 
life,  as  well  as  from  the  adjoining  lots,  must  from  necessity  exist 
as  a  right,  incidental  to  the  use  of  a  street    When  the  public 
intervene  with  sanitary  regulations  like  those  contemplated  by 
the  act  of  the  15th  April,  1857,  no  onerous  and  irksome  bur- 
dens are  imposed  upon  the  landowners.    ^'Such  intervention 
on  behalf  of  the  public  is  not  to  be  confounded  with  the  old 
sumptuary  laws,  for  it  interferes  with  things,  and  not  with  per- 
sons.   Nor  can  it  be  compared  to  attempts  to  regulate  labor  or 
wages,  or  to  restrain  trade.    For  it  is  not  done  to  procure,  by 
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artificial  adjnstment  of  Bomething  which  men  can  best  settle  for 
themselves,  some  speculative  advantage ;  bnt  on  the  principle 
of  9alit8  poptdi  suprema  leXj  to  protect  one  set  of  human  be- 
ings from  being  the  victims  of  disease  and  death  through  the 
selfish  cupiditj  of  others.  The  rules  and  operations  for  the 
protection  of  health  in  ancient  Rome,  were  of  a  very  radical 
and  peremptory  character,  and  allowed  no  minor  interest  to  in- 
terfere with  them.  It  seems  to  have  been  a  rule  with  them, 
that  from  the  time  when  the  foundation  of  a  citj  was  laid,  to 
that  of  the  summit  of  its  greatness,  no  structural  operation, 
public  or  private,  should  be  permitted  to  take'  a  shape  which 
might  render  it  a  harbor  for  disease  or  crime.  And  it  is  to  this 
vigilant  forethought,  that  in  the  absence  of  other  organized 
agencies  discovered  only  in  our  latter  times,  we  may  attribute 
the  success  with  which  that  remarkable  people  preserved  social 
order  throughout  so  dense  and  vast  a  mass  of  human  beings,  as 
the  inhabitants  of  the  imperial  city  in  the  days  of  its  greatness." 
It  has  been  suggested  that  the  opening  and  constructing  of  a 
sewer  in  a  public  street  would  conflict  with  the  right  claimed, 
and  freely  exercised  by  the  owners  of  the  fee  in  cities,  of  mak- 
ing vaults  under  the  sidewalks,  to  be  used  as  the  depositories 
of  books  and  other  property.  The  question,  however,  still  oc- 
curs, who  have  the  superior  right,  the  public  or  the  owner  of 
the  fee,  for  if  the  right  of  drainage  is  incident  to  the  use  as  a 
street,  then,  certainly,  the  construction  and  occupation  of  vaults 
below  the  surface,  and  within  the  line  of  the  street,  can  be  jas- 
tified  only  when  the  public  uses  are  not  impaired  or  invaded. 
Indeed,  I  do  not  see  how  such  structures  can  exist,  except  by 
the  sufferance  and  permission  of  the  public  authorities.  When 
completed,  they  may  offer  no  impediment  to  the  public  travel, 
they  may  be  secure  against  the  superincumbent  weight;  bat 
they  cannot  be  constructed  or  repaired  without  creating  a 
chasm  or  opening  in  the  street,  dangerous  and  detrimental  for 
the  time  being,  which  the  municipal  authorities  would  have 
power  to  prevent.  The  case  of  Plant  a.  The  Long  Island  Eail- 
road  Co.  (10  Barb.y  26),  was  an  action  by  the  lessee  of  a  mes- 
suage and  tenement  on  Atlantic-street,  in  Brooklyn,  over  which 
the  defendants  had  the  franchise  for  a  railroad,  and  noder  and 
through  which  it  had  also  constructed  a  tunnel  for  its  railway, 
under  an  ordinance  of  the  Common  Council.    The  plaintiff  put 


f 

NEW  YORK  187 


Townsend  a  Ooelet 


in  issue  the  right  to  tunnel  the  street,  and  claimed  damages  for 
ihe  injury  to  his  business,  which  was  that  of  selling  goods.  The 
general  term,  in  New  York,  held  he  could  not  recover,  and  in 
delivering  the  opinion,  Mr.  Justice  Edwards  says :  '^  Although 
a  highway  in  the  country  is,  as  a  general  rule,  needed  for  no 
other  purpose  than  as  a  place  of  passage  and  repassage,  yet  the 
case  is  different  as  to  a  street  in  a  populous  and  commercial  city. 
There  are  many  uses  to  which  streets  in  large  cities  are  usually 
appropriated  for  the  promotion  of  health,  trade,  commerce,  and 
public  convenience,  such  as  the  construction  of  drains,  sewers, 
aod  the  laying  water  and  gas  pipes.  These  are  servitudes 
vhich  are  highly  beneficial  to  the  public,  and  in  no  way  dn* 
juiioas  to  the  privatie  rights  of  individuals.  They  dp  not  inter- 
fere with  the  surface  of  the  street.  They  in  no  manner  impair 
the  right  of  free  passage  and  repassage.  Neither  are' they  in- 
jurious to  the  adjoining  property.  On  the  contrary,  they  are 
directly  or  indirectly  advantageous."  In  these  views  I  concur. 
I  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  the 
injunction,  and  that  the  order  of  the  City  Court  be  afSrmed, 
vitb  ten  dollars  costs, . 


TOWNSEND  a.  GOELET. 


Supreme  Caurt^  First  DUi/rici;  Special  Term^  October^  1860. 

Cloud  on  Tttle. — ^Fabties. 

A  grantor  who  has  no  longer  any  interest  in  the  land,  cannot  maintain  an  action 
to  remove  an  apparent  lien  thereon,  as  being  a  cloud  on  the  title,  on  the 
groond  that  he  agreed  with  his  grantee  that  -he  would  procure  the  Uen  to  he 
diKharged. 

Demurrer  to  complaint,  on  the  ground  that  it  does  not  state 
facts  Bofficlent  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

The  substance  of  the  complaint  is  contained  in  the  following 
opuiion. 
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Elbridge  T.  Oerry^  for  defendant 
Beebe^  Deany  <&  D<mahue^  for  plaintiff. 

BoKimT,  J. — ^The  complaint  in  this  action  states,  that  on  27th 
Jane,  1859,  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife  conveyed  certain  lands  in 
the  city  of  New  York  to  John  P.  Townsend,  by  deed  reoorded 
2Sth  June ;  that  sacfa  conveyance  (absolute  on  its  face  as  I  un- 
derstand the  allegation)  was  in  fact  made  to  secure  John  P. 
Townsend  against  loss  by  reason  of  his  executing  an  under- 
taking on  an  appeal  by  the  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  recovered 
against  him  and  another,  and  that  John  P.  Townsend  had  no 
interest  in  .the  lands,  eiccept  as  a  trustee  for  the  use  or  benefit 
of  plaintiff  and  the  other  defendant  in  such  judgment,  and 
John  P.  Townsend  paid  no  consideration  for  the  conveyance  to 
him ;  that  in  November,  1859,  plaintiff  sold  said  lands  to  John 
B.  Oorlies  for  $50,000,  subject  to  mortgages  for  $33,000,  and 
the  balance  of  the  purchase^money  was  paid  to  plaintiff;  and  at 
plaintiff's  request,  John  P.  Townsend  and  wife,  by  deed  con- 
taining covenants  of  warranty,  and  against  incumbrances,  con- 
veyed such  lands  to  said  Gorlies;  that  defendant  Goelet  re- 
covered a  judgment  in  the  Superior  Court  of  New  York  against 
John  P.  Townsend,  docketed  on  7th  March,  1859,  for  $79.19 ; 
and  the  other  defendants  in  this  action  have  also  recovered 
judgments  against  him  which  appear  to  be  liens  on  the  lands; 
in  consequence  of  which,  Corlies  cannot  seU  the  said  lands  with- 
out great  loss;  that  at  the  time  of  the  sale  and  conveyance  to 
Corlies,  plaintiff  agreed  with  him  '^  to  procure  the  said  premises 
to  be  released  and  discharged  from  the  lien  and  operation  of  the 
said  judgments  against  the  said  John  P.  Townsend,"  and  gave 
hira  security  for  the  performance  of  that  agreement,  and  plain- 
tiff prays  this  court  to  adjudge  that  said  judgments  against 
John  P.  Townsend  are  no  lien  or  incumbrance  on  said  lands, 
and  that  the  judgment-creditors  release  the  lands  therefrom,  &c. 

The  defendant  Goelet  has  demurred  to  the  complaint. 

In  my  opinion,  the  demurrer  is  well  taken.  The  plaintiff,  on 
his  own  showing,  has  no  title  to  an  interest  in  the  lands  upon 
which  the  judgment  of  Goelet  is  an  apparent  lien.  All  the  title 
and  interest  he  ever  had  therein  have  been  conveyed  to,  ^^^ 
are  vested  in,  Corlies;  between  whom  and  Goelet  the  question  of 


NEW  YORK.  189 


Mmtfeer  of  Fourth  Atohuo. 


the  ^ect  upon  these  lands  of  the  judgment  recovreed  by  the 
latter  against  John  P.  Townsend,  arises.  If,  as  was  urged  bj 
plainiiff 's  counsel  on  the  argument,  the  lien  be  merelj  apparent, 
and  the  judgment  only  a  cloud  upon  the  title,  it  is  upon  the 
title  in  Gorlies  that  the  cloud  rests.  The  apparent  incumbrance 
and  lien  were  obtained  by  Goelet  after  tfie  title  passed  from 
plaintiff,  and  he  is  in  no  wise  privy,  or  party  to,  or  connected 
with  the  judgment,  and  has  not  covenanted  against  it,  even  if 
the  deed  by  which  he  conveyed  the  lands  contained  any  cove- 
nant, which  does  not  appear  from  thi^  complaint.  Being  no 
party  to  the  judgment,  nor  holding  title  to  the  land  apparently 
incumbered  thereby,  the  plaintiff,  as  he  states,  agreed  to  pro- 
cure the  lands  to  be  discharged  from  the  lien  of  the  judgment. 
I  cannot  see  that  such  agreement  can  authorize  him  to  main- 
tain this  action  against  parties,  with  whom,  before  making  that 
agreement,  he  had  no  privity  or  relation  whatever. 

The  view  which  I  have  taken  of  the  case  renders  it  unneces- 
sary for  me  to  consider  whether  the  defendant  has,  upon  the 
facts  stated,  a  valid  and^  substantial^  or  only  an  apparent  lien  on 
the  lands  in  question. 

Judgment  must  be  rendered  for  defendant  on  the  demurrer, 
▼ith  leave  to  plaintiff  to  amend  the  complaint  in  twenty  days, 
on  payment  of  costs. 


MATTER.  OF  FOURTH  AVENUE. 

Sufreme  Ocmrt,  jFHr$t  Dittrict;  OenStraL  Term^  1854. 

ComaBsioincHs  ov  Estimatb  aud  Assessment. — ^Exeoution  of 
Power  bt  Majoettv  of  those  to  whom  rr  is  Cow fided. — ^Con- 
fifntccnoN  OF  Deed. — Dedication. — Taxation  of  Costs  in 
Special  Pboceeoinos. — Appeal-papebs. 


A  deed  referriDg  to  a  street,  without  deucribhig  its  width,  must  be  taken  to  in- 
tend the  width  of  the  street  as  laid  ont  at  the  time  of  the  eze6ntlon  of  the  deed, 
tkoofh  it  had  not  then  been  opened  to  the  foU  width. 
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Of  the  effect  of  a  release  of  a  right  to  land  used  as  a  street,  upon  the  dedicatioa 
thereof. 

The  provision  of  the  Constitution  {Oond.  </1846,  art  1,  §  7),— declaring  that  com- 
pensation  for  private  property  taken  for  public  use  "  shall  be  ascertained  by  a 
jury  of  not  less  than  three  oommissioDen," — ^means  that  compensation  is  to  be 
ascertained  by  the  meeting,  investigation,  and  conference  of  all  the  oommis^ 
sioners,  and  by  the  report  of  a  majority,  in  case  all  cannot  agree ;  and  hence  a 
report  signed  by  two  of  the  three  commissioners,  the  other  dissenting,  is  suf- 
ficient 

The  provision  of  the  Judiciary  act  of  1847  (Zouw  </ 1847, 646,  §  88),— which  declares 
that  no  county  cleric  shall  tas^  coats  on  any  case,  except  vhere  the  amount,  ex- 
clusive of  actual  disbursements,  is  limited  by  law, — applies  to  special  proceed- 
ings,— I.  ff.f  proceedings  in  street  cases, — but  a  Judgment  in  such  case  is  not 
necessarily  erroneous  because  the  derk  taxed  the  costs,  though  he  should  not 
have  done  so.  The  relief  of  the  aggrieved  par^  is  by  motion,  and  he  canoot 
raise  the  objection  on  appeal  from  the  judgment.     '^ 

Where  an  appeal  from  a  Judgment  confirming  the  proceedings  in  a  street  case,  is 
brought  by  a  part  <X  the  owners  as  to  whom  an  award  is  made,  every  thing  es- 
sential to  show  jurisdiction  and  reguUrity  must  iqipear  in  the  ai^>eal-papen ; 
but  that  part  of  the  commissioners'  report  which  applies  exclusively  to  other 
parties,  and  does  not  throw  light  on  the  appellant's  case,  may  be  stated  in  the 
most  general  terms. 

Appeal  from  an  order  at  special  term^  confirming  the  report 
of  commiesioners  of  estimate  and  assessment,  in  the  matter 
of  the  application  of  the  Mayor,  &c.,  of  the  city  of  New  York, 
to  open  Fourth  avenue. 

The  facts  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinion. 

« 
By  the  Coubt. — ^MrrcHELL,  J. — ^On  the  17th  of  January,  1852, 

a  judgment  was  entered  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  the 
city  and  county  of  New  York,  in  a  suit  wherein  Sampson 
McOown  was  plaintiff,  and  Levenworth,  Danforth,  Waterson, 
and  Latson,  defendants,  tliat  the  plaintiff  convey  by  deeds,  to 
be  dated  25th  of  November,  1848,  to  the  defendants,  respec- 
tively, or  their  assigns,  the  lands  described  in  the  judgment 
The  judgment  is  divided  into  sections:  section  7  describes  the 
whole  of  the  lands  in  three  subdivisions ;  the.  first  describes  the 
lands  in  it  as  bounded  east  by  the  Third  avenue,  west  by  the 
Fourth  avenue,  south  by  Ninety-ninth-street,  and  north  by  One- 
hundred-and-third-street,  excepting  a  certain  parcel. 

Section  8  directs  a  conveyance  to  Bayard  Clark,  assignee  of 
Latson,  of  two  blocks,  bounded  east  by  the  Third  avenue,  west 
by  the  Fourth  avenue,  south  by  Ninety^ninthnBtreet,  and  north 
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bj  One-hundred-and-firBt-street,  excepting  the  parcel  above  ex- 
cepted ; — ^to  T/W.  Gale,  of  other  pieces  of  land,one  of  which  is 
bounded  east  by  the  Fourth  avenue ;  another  is  bounded  east 
bj  a  line  parallel  to  the  Fourth  avenue,  and  distant  175  feet 
therefrom,  and  west  by  the  middle  of  the  Old  Post  Eoad ;  an- 
other, bounded  east  by  the  Fourth  avenue,  and  another  running 
aloDg«the  west  side  of  the  Fourth  avenue* 

Section  9  directs  a  conveyance  to  Danforth,  or  his  assigns,  of 
a  block  of  lands  bounded  west  by  the  Fourth  avenue,  and 
east  by  the  Third  avenue ;  and  of  thirty-two  lots,  bouncfed  west 
by  the  Fourth  avenue,  east  by  a  line  parallel  to  the  Fourth 
avenae,  and  distant  395  feet  east  therefrom ;  of  a  third  piece, 
bounded  east  by  the  Fourth  avenue,  &c. ;  of  a  fourth  piece, 
ninning  along  the  west  line  of  the  Fourth  avenue ;  and  of  a  fifth 
piece,  bounded  east  by  the  Fourth  avenue. 

Section  10  directs  a  conveyance  to  Waterson  of  lots  bounded 
east  by  the  Fourth  avenue,  and  of  the  other  lots  bounded  east 
bj  a  hne  parallel  to  the  Fourth  avenue,  and  distant  west  there- 
from 243  feet  3  inches. 

Then  follow  these  words  in  this  section  10 :  ^'  The  Fourth 
avenue,  herein  referred  to,  being  taken  at  the  width  of  100  feet, 
88  originally  laid  out." 

Immediately  after  that  follows  section  11,  directing  the  costs 
to  be  paid  by  die  respective  defendants,  and  othec  matters.  The 
judgment  has,  in  all,  16  sections ;  but  none  except  the  7th,  8th, 
9th,  and  10th,  describe  the  lands. 

McGown  and  wife,  by  deed  acknowledged  28th  February, 
1852,  bat  in  pursuance  of  the  judgment  being  dated  the  25th 
of  November,  1848,  yet  in  no  part  of  it  referring  to  the  judg- 
nient,  conveyed  to  Bayard  Clark  in  fee  for  the  consideration  of 
|d,369.50,  certain  lands,  M^ith  full  covenants  of  warranty,  and 
^08t  incumbfances.  The  judgment  was,  that  the  land  should 
be  conveyed  by  such  warranty  deed,  except  as  to  the  incum- 
brance of  two  mortgages  executed  by  McGown  to  the  commis- 
sioners, for  loaning  certain  moneys.  The  deed  contained  no 
such  exception. 

The  description  of  the  lands  in  question  is  in  the  deed,  sub- 
Btantially  as  follows :  Two  blocks  of  land,  bounded  east  by 
tbe  Third  avenue,  west  by  the  Fourth  avenue,  south  by  Ninety- 
^th-atreet,  and  north  by  One-hundred-and-first-street  (except- 
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ing  the  piece  of  land  on  the  corner  of  Ninety-^ninth-etreet  and 
Third  avenue,  being  260  feet  on  Ninetj^ninUi-dtreet,  and  ex- 
tending along  the  avenue  to  the  centre  line  of  the  block), 
together  with  all  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  parties 
of  the  first  part,  of,  in,  and  to  Ninety-ninth,  One-hundredth, 
and  One-hundred-and-first  streets,  and  the  Third  and  Fourth 
avenues,  adjoining  said  premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the 
extent  of  one-half  of  sneh  streets  and  avenues  so  adjoining  the 
same. 

Bayard  dark,  in  October,  1862,  conveyed  most  of  the  lands 
in  the  block  between  the  Third  and  Fourth  avenues  and  One- 
hundredth  and  One-hundred-and-first  streets,  to  Sluyter,  de- 
scribing the  parcel  as  beginning  at  the  southeast  comer  of  the 
Fourth  avenue  and  One-htindred-and-first-street,  and  running 
along  the  sides  of  the  streets  and  avenues,  but  showing  by  the 
dimensions  of  the  parcel  that  920  feet  w^re  represented  as  be- 
ing between  the  Third  and  Fourth  avenues. 

Slujter  conveyed  to  Hough t(»],  by  the  same  description  as  the 
last,  the  same  lands,  on  the  1st  of  November,  1852. 

In  the  general  plan  of  the  city  as  adopted  by  the  commis- 
sioners under  the  act  of  1807,  Fourth  ayenue  was  laid  out  as 
only  100  feet  wide,  and  the  distance  between  tiie  Third  and 
Fourth  avenues  was  920  feet.  By  the  act  of  27th  April,  1837, 
section  3,  it  was  declared  that  all  that  part  of  the  Fourth  avenue, 
between  Thirty-fonrth'^treet  and  the  Harlem  Siver,  should  be 
widened,  on  the  map  or  plan  of  the  city,  by  adding  thereto,  on 
each  side  thereof,  twenty  feet  of  land,  so  as  to  make  the  whole 
width  of  that  part  of  the  avenue  140  feet ;  and  this  was  to  be 
with  the  like  ^ect  as  if  the  avenue  had  been  so  laid  out  by  the 
commissioners  under  the  act  of  1807. 

The  commissioners  of  estimate  and  assessment  have  given  to 
Mr.  Houghton  only  a  nominal  compensation  for  the  part  of  the 
avenue  taken  from  him,  twenty  feet  (or  eighty)  by  two  hundred, 
while  they  have  allowed  about  $1,200  to  the  owner  of  the  cot^ 
responding  portion  in  the  block  next  north,  who  probably  had 
done  no  act  to  dedicate  his  lands. 

'  The  correctness  of  their  decisions  turns  on  the  true  construc- 
tion of  the  deed  to  Clark.    That  deed  makes  no  reference  to  the 
.judgment — and  it  does  not  strictly  conform  to  the  judgment 
Hie  judgment  directs  the  conveyance  to  be  subject  to  two 
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mortgages ;  the  deed  makes  no  allusion  to  them.  The  jndg* 
ment  is  to  convey  lands  bounded  east  by  the  Third  avenue,  west 
bj  the  Fourth  avenue,  south  by  Kinety-ninth-street,  and  north 
bv  One-hnndred-and-iirst-street.  This  would  be  a  dedication  of 
the  half  of  the  Third  avenue  and  Fourth  avenue,  and  of  Ninety- 
Diuth-street  and  One<hundred-and-first-6treet,  to  the  public,  and 
vould  not  require  McGown  to  convey  to  Clark  any  of  his  right 
ij:i  those  avenues  and  streets,  and  would  give  Clark  a  right  to 
an  absolute  conveyance  of  the  whole  site  of  One-hundredth- 
fetreet  between  the  Third  and  Fourth  avenues.  But  the  deed 
conveys  to  Clark  the  lands  bounded  by  those  streets,  and  gives 
to  Clark  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  McGown  in  the  two 
avenues  and  three  streets.  The  deed  gave  only  the  right  of  the 
grantor  to  Ninety-ninth-street,  when  the  judgment  required  a 
fall  conveyance  of  it  with  warranty,  and  gave  the  right  of  the 
grantor  in  One-hundredth  and  One-hundred-and-first  streets,  and 
in  the  two  avenues,  which  the  judgment  did  not  require  to  be 
given. 

It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  the  parties  did  not  mean  to  fol- 
low the  judgment,  both  by  their  departure  from  it  in  these 
several  instances,  and  their  omission  to  refer  to  it. 

It  would  be  an  imprudent  rule  to  allow  a  judgment  to  control 
a  deed  between  the  absolute  owner  of  land  and  the  purchaser 
from  him,  when  no  reference  was  made  in  the  deed  to  the  judg- 
ment The  deed,  being  subsequent  to  the  judgment,  may  have 
been  made  to  differ  from  it  purposely,  because  the  parties 
Tolnntarily  assented  to  the  change,  or  concluded  that  the  deed, 
u  changed,  would  best  carry  out  their  contract.  In  this  respect 
the  case  is  entirely  unlike  a  deed  executed  by  an  o£Scer  of  the 
eonrt,  who  has  no  power  to  act,  except  as  the  judgment  directs. 
As  between  buyer  and  seller,  the  judgment  is  like  a  contract — 
the  deed  merges  the  contract.  Tliis  judgment,  too,  was  entered 
bj  consent,  and  thus  is  still  more  like  a  contract. 

It  is  doubtful,  also,  whether  the  words  in  the  ninth  section  of 
the  judgment,  describing  the  Fourth  avenue  intended,  were- 
meant  to  apply  to  the  Fourth  avenue,  except  where  it  occurredi 
ia  that  section  of  the  judgment.  If  ^ey  were  meant  to  extendi 
through  the  whole  judgment,  still  the  deed  should  control,  for 
the  reasons  before  stated. 

Then,  what  did  the  grantor  and  grantee  mean  to  convey  ioi 
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this  deed  ?  It  is  not  pretended  that  they  metmt  to  convey  and 
to  warrant  the  title  to  the  full  half  of  the  two  avenaes  and  of 
the  three  streets,  opposite  the  two  blocks  of  land.  The  doctrine 
had  become  perfectly  familiar  that  a  conveyance  of  lands  in 
that  part  of  the  city,  bonnding  them  on  an  avenue  or  street,  was 
a  dedication  of  the  half  of  the  street  or  avenue  to  the  public,  bo 
as  to  entitle  the  grantor  or  grantee  to  only  nominal  damages  on 
the  actual  opening  of  the  street. 

With  this  knowledge  they  executed  a  deed,  in  which  the 
lands  are  thus  bounded,  and  cautiously  avoided  bonnding  the 
lands  by  the  middle  of  any  of  the  streets  or  avenues,  or  by  even 
the  old  line  of  the  Fourth  avenue.    If  McGown  had  an  imper- 
fect title,  or  no  title  to  the  whole  site  of  the  streets  or  of  the 
avenues,  he  did  not  mean  to  subject  himself  to  an  action  for 
breach  of  his  covenant,  of  seizin  or  title,  and  so,  if  he  had  no 
title  to  this  twenty  feet,  he  meant  to  be  equally  protected ;  and, 
as  this  intention  is  derived  from  the  face  of  the  deed,  it  was 
equally  entertained  by  grantor  and  grantee.    They  both  in- 
tended to  make  a  distinction  as  to  the  title  which  Clark  should 
receive  to  the  two  kinds  of  property ;  as  to  that  within  the 
block,  it  was  to  be  an  unincumbered  title,  and  that  part  was  to 
be  bounded  on  the  streets  and  avenues,  and  was  to  be  subject 
to  all  the  incidents,  and  have  all  the  benefits  of  lands  so 
bounded.    One  of  these  incidents,  beneficial  to  the  grantee,  al- 
though not  to  the  grantor,  was,  that  half  of  the  streets  and 
avenues  in  front  of  that  property  was  dedicated  to  the  public. 
The  benefit  to  the  grantee  being  that,  when  the  street  should  be 
opened,  the  grantor  would  be  entitled  to  only  nominal  damages 
for  the  lauds  to  be  taken.    This  left  still  in  the  grantor  a  small 
right  in  the  site  of  the  street,  viz.,  the  right  to  the  fee  of  the 
street  subject  to  this  dedication ;  and,  accordingly,  after  the 
i^onveyance  by  specific  bounds,  the  deed  proceeds  and  grants  all 
the  idght  of  the  grantor  in  the  streets  and  avenues  to  the  gran- 
tee.   That  right  was  not  meant  to  be,  and  was  not  an  absolute 
ownership,  bul^  only  the  right  which  remained  in  the  grantor 
after  the  dedication.    The. only  point  in  which  the  title  to  the 
site  of  the  street  differed  fym  the  title  to  the  block,  so  far  as  it 
appears,  was  in  this  dedication,  and,  unless  the  dedication  has 
effect,  there  would  be  no  reason  for  the  discrimination  made  in 
the  deed. 
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This  was  not  the  only  property  that  McGown  conveyed  at  the 
tame  time  on  the  Fourth  avenue  and  other  streets,  as  the  judg- 
ment shows ;  and  it  may  well  be  that  Clark  and  his  grantees 
gain  more  by  tlie  dedication  resnltiug  from  all  the  deeds,  than 
they  would  lose  by  having  only  a  nominal  sum  allowed  to  them 
in  this  case,  and  being  exempt  from  paying  their  share  for  other 
lands  taken,  but  thus  dedicated  by  others. 

The  inference  is,  that  the  release  of  the  right  to  the  streets 
was  not  intended  to  affect  the  deed  so  far  as  to  prevent  a  dedi- 
cation to  the  public,  which  the  law  implies  from  the  other  words 
Qsed  in  the  deed. 

This  is  substantially  conceded  in  the  argument,  so  far  as  re- 
gards all  the  streets  and  all  the  avenue,  except  the  twenty  feet 
added  to  it ;  but,  it  is  contended  that  the  Fourth  avenue  in- 
tended in  this  deed,  was  the  Fourth  avenue  as  it  was  before 
that  addition.  There  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  the  deed  to  show 
(ach  intention ;  and  the  law  which  implies  the  dedication,  implies 
from  the  fact  of  bounding  lands  on  a  street  or  avenue  not  opened, 
but  directed  by  law  to  be  opened  or  laid  out  for  that  purpose, 
tliatthe  grantor  adopts  the  street  or  avenue  as  thus  to  be  opened, 
and  dedicates  all  within  it  to  the  public.  The  inference,  there- 
fore, always  is,  that  the  street  or  avenue  as  directed  to  be 
opened,  when  the  deed  was  executed,  was  the  one  intended  and 
referred  to  in  the  deed.  There  was  in  1848  and  1852,  at  the 
periods  of  the  date  and  execution  of  the  deed,  but  one  Fourth 
avenue ;  that  was  not  yet  opened,  and  was  to  be,  when  opened, 
140  and  not  100  feet  wide. 

If  the  judgment  meant  the  old  avenue,  that  meaning  was  not 
carried  out  in  the  deed ;  and  the  parties,  probably  intentionally, 
abandoned  it,  each  finding  it  most  to  their  interest  to  give  or 
take  what  the  deed  described. 

The  counsel  for  Mr.  Adriance  objects  that  the  report  is  not 
Talid,  because  it  is  signed  by  two  only  of  the  commissioners, 
and  insists  that  the  Constitution  of  1846-7  requires  a  concur- 
rence of  the  three  commissioners :  he  also  objects  that  the 
jadgment  is  bad,  because  the  taxation  of  costs  was  by  the  clerk 
of  the  court. 

Section  7,  of  article  1,  of  the  Constitution,  is,  that  when  pri- 
vate property  is  taken  for  the  public  use,  the  compensation  to 
be  Qiade  therefor  ''shall  be  ascertained  by  a  jury  of  not  less 


196  ABBOTTS'  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Matter  of  Fourth  ATooue. 


than  three  commiasionere,  appointed  by  a  court  of  record,  as 
shall  be  prescribed  by  law."  The  court  then  is  to  appoint  the 
three  commissioners,  or  more,  and  then  the  compensation  is  to 
be  ascertained  by  the  commissioners.  The  section  does  not  say 
that  the  commissioners  are  all  to  agree ;  if  it  had  said  that  the 
compensation  was  to  be  ascertained  by  a  tribunal,  or  court,  or 
board,  consisting  of  three  commissioners  appointed  by  a  court 
of  record,  the  meaning  of  the  section  would  not  have  been 
altered,  for  the  commissioners  are  a  tribunal,  or  board,  for  a 
specitic  purpose,  and  then  it  would  have  been  plain  that  a  ma- 
jority could  decide.  It  had  long  before  been  held,  and  it  was 
declared  anew  in  our  Kevised  Statutes  (2  R&d.  SUU,^  555,  §  27), 
that  when  any  power  or  duty  is  confided  by  law  to  three  or 
more  persons,  it  may  be  performed  by  a  majority  of  such  per- 
sons, upon  a  meeting  of  all,  unless  special  provision  is  other 
wise  made.  This  was  a  familiar  principle  of  law,  known  to 
those  who  framed  the  present  Constitution,  and  long  before 
adopted,  as  it  was  found  necessary  and  beneficial  in  practice, 
and  it  had  never  been  complained  of.  It  cannot  be  supposed 
that  the  framers  of  the  Constitution  intended  to  repeal  it  in  this 
case,  by  a  covert  means :  if  they  had  intended  to  apply  a  new 
rule  in  this  case,  they  would  have  sought  to  express  their  in- 
tention clearly  and  openly.  It  was  said  that  the  Constitution 
meant  that  generally  more  than  three  should  be  appointed,  bo 
as  to  make  it  certain  that  three  should  agree.  The  framers  of 
the  Constitution  knew  that  to  require  so  large  a  number  to  act 
would  cause  an  unjustifiable  burden  in  many  cases, — as  when  a 
small  strip  is  taken  in  the  country  for  a  private  way, — and  they 
would  not  have  thus  subjected  their  constituents  to  an  unneces- 
sary burden,  without  any  good  object,  and  without  showing 
more  clearly  that  such  was  their  intent. 

If  five,  or  seven,  or  any  larger  number  was  appointed,  it 
would  not  remove,  but  increase,  the  difficulty.  The  concur- 
rence of  all  that  are  appointed  is  necessary,  or  of  a  majority 
only.  For  when  the  Constitution  says  that  the  compensation 
is  to  be  ascertained  '^  by  not  less  than  three  commissioners,  ap- 
pointed by  a  court  of  record,"  it  says  in  effect,  that  it  is  to  be 
ascertained  by  the  commissioners,  to  be  appointed  by  the  court, 
whatever  that  number  may  be,  and  requires  that  three  at  least 
shall  be  appointed — it  is  as  if  it  had  said  '^by  three  or  any  larger 
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nufflber  of  oommissioners  to  be  appointed  by  the  coart" — it  is 
not  by  not  less  than  three  of  the  commissioners  to  be  appointed 
by  the  court,  which  would  be  necessary  to  allow  a  majority  only 
to  decide,  if  the  present  clause  has  not  that  effect. 

In  fact,  the  damages  are  ascertained  by  the  three,  when  the 
three  meet  together  as  a  ^[luui  jvdieial  tribunal^  and  hear  all 
the  proofs  and  arguments  of  the  parties  in  interest,  and  then 
decide  according  to  the  judgment  of  a  majority :  the  dissenting 
member  of  the  commission  has  acted  with  the  majority,  al- 
thoQgh  he  did  not  fully  agree  with  them,  and  has  probably  led 
them  in  part  to  the  conchision  to  which  they  came. 

The  abstract  of  estimates  of  damages  and  benefits  shows  the 
dissent  of  one  member,  and  his  reasons  for  his  dissent,  and  so 
shows  that  he  did,  in  fact,  act  with  the  others,  and  attend  their 
meetings.  If  he  had  not  so  attended,  it  should  have  been  shown 
bj  the  objectors. 

The  judiciary  act  of  1847, 646,  §  S8,  provides  that "  no  county 
clerk  diall  tax  costs  in  any  case,  except  where  the  amount  there* 
of,  exclusive  of  actual  disbursements  which  the  party,  for  whom 
the?  shall  be  taxed,  shall  be  entitled  to  recover,  shall  be  limited 
bj  law,"  &c.  This  is  exceedingly  broad  in  its  language ;  it 
applies  not  merely  to  actions,  but  to  "any  case,"  tlius  in- 
cluding special  proceedings  as  well  as  formal  actions.  Its 
object  was  equally  extensive ;  it  was  to  prevent  clerks  from 
exercising  any  power  in  the  taxation  of  costs  in  any  case,  ex- 
cept in  the  cases  where  there  was  no  chance  of  mistake  as  to  the 
amount  at  which  they  were  to  be  taxed,  and  except  as  to  dis- 
borseraents.  Those  were  the  cases  in  which  the  costs,  exclusive 
of  disbursements,  were  a  mere  trifle — certainly  under  $50.  This 
showed  a  legislative  opinion  that  it  was  not  proper  to  trust  the 
cierk  of  a  county  with  the  taxation  of  costs,  where  the  amounts 
would  be  large,  and  some  judicial  ascertainment  might  be  neces- 
sary to  determine  what  and  how  much  they  should  be. 

It  was  argued  that  it  was  to  be  inferred  from  the  general 
tenor  of  this  act,  that  it  was  not  intended  to  apply  to  any  thing 
bat  formal  actions.  This  is  not  so.  Section  3  applies  to  writs 
of  error  on  suits  or  proceedings ;  section  13  regulates  writs  of 
n«  €xeat  in  snits  and  proceedings  in  the  Supreme  Court ;  section 
14  applies  to  "  proceedings  in  partition ;"  section  20  allows  all 
papers,  Ac,  in  cases  of  special  proceedings  theretofore  filed 
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with  the  clerk  of  the  Supreme  Court,  to  be  filed  with  the  clerk 
of  the  county,  &c. ;  section  22  speaks  of  '^  suits  and  proceed- 
ings in  equity ;"  section  28  gives  "  power  to  order  the  sale  of 
the  real  estate  of  a  religious  incorporation  on  its  application ;" 
section  31  directs' the  mode  of  proceeding  when  the  judge  of  a 
county  court  is  interested,  &c.,  in  a  cause  or  matter  pending 
before  him. 

The  costs,  therefore,  should  not  have  been  taxed  by  the  clerk. 
But  does  that  make  the  judgment  necessarily  erroneous ?  If 
.costs  are  improperly  taxed,  and  that  should  appear  on  the  face 
of  the  judgment,  or  on  too  short  notice,  or  in  any  other  irregu- 
lar manner,  the  judgment  would  be  good,  and  the  relief  of  the 
party  would  be  to  move  for  a  retaxation,  which  would  be 
granted  at  the  cost  of  the  irregular  party.  When  so  effective 
a  remedy  is  allowed  to  a  party,  he  should  not  be  permitted  to 
raise  the  objection  on  appeal,  or  against  the  validity  of  the 
judgment.  His  only  remedy  should  be  by  motion,  and,  if  the 
decision  there  be  erroneous,  he  should  appeal  from  the  decision 
made  on  the  motion. 

Some  discussion  took  place  as  to  what  papers  should  be 
brought  before  the  general  term  on  appeal,  in  these  pro- 
ceedings. 

Every  thing  that  is  peculiar  to  the  case  of  the  appellant,  or 
which  will  aid  in  the  decision  of  the  questions  raised  by  him, 
should  be  presented  as. fully  as  it  was  presented  at  the  special 
termj  together  with  every  matter  essential  to  show  that  the 
proceedings  were  regular,  and  that  jurisdiction  was  obtained  to 
give  judgment.  It  is  not  necessary  to  include  any  part  of  the 
commissioners' report  that  applies  exclusively  to  other  parties, 
and  which  does  not  throw  light  on  the  appellant's  case ;  that 
part  may  be  stated  in  the  most  general  terms — as,  that  various 
other  sums  were  awarded  to  other  parties  for  damages,  and 
various  sums  assessed  to  other  parties  for  benefit;  and  that 
the  commissioners,  among  other  things,  awarded  to  the  appel- 
lant $  ,  and  to  A.  B ,  whose  land  taken  was  similarly  situ- 
ated with  the  appellant's,  except  that  it  was  not  considered  by 
the  commissioners  as  dedicated,  $     . 

This  would  be  no  innovation — ^for  it  was  among  the  most 
familiar  rules,  in  pleading,  to  state  in  general  terms  the  charac- 
ter  of  a  process  to  bring  a  party  into  court,  or  to  bring  in  * 
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jury,  and  not  set  them  forth  verbatim, — as  A.  B.  was  summoned 
to  answer  C.  D.  in  a  plea  of  debt,  or  A.  B.  complains  of  C.  D. 
in  custody,  &c.,  and  in  general  terms  it  was  stated  that  the  jary 
were  summoned  and  came,  and  were  chosen,  ti'ied,  and  sworn, — 
widiout  setting  forth  the  summons,  the  trial,  or  oath.  But  still, 
if  any  question  of  the  legality  of  the  summons  to  the  party  or 
jury,  or  as  to  the  choice,  trial,  or  swearing  of  the  jury,  was  prop- 
erly raised,  the  facts  would  then  be  so  stated  on  the  record  as 
to  present  that  question  for  review.  So,  also,  when  issues  of 
fact  and  of  law  were  joined,  the  issues  of  law  were  alone  in- 
serted in  the  demurrer-book.    ' 

In  this  case,  so  much  of  the  report  as  is  above  designated, 
and  the  other  papers  now  submitted  to  the  court,  or  so  much 
of  these  last  as  either  party  may  show  to  be  material,  should 
be  inserted  among  the  appeal-papers,  and  form  part  of  the 
judgment  to  be  entered,  if  either  party  wishes  to  carry  the  case 
further. 

The  report  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Edwabds,  J. — ^The  claim  which  is  set  up  by  Houghton  is  not 
analogous  to  that  which  was  made  by  the  objectors  in  the  cases 
of  Livingston  a.  The  Mayor,  &c.  (8  Wend.y  85),  and  Wyman  a. 
The  Mayor,  &c.  (11  Ib.j  486).  In  the  first  of  these  cases  the 
objector  was  the  grantor ;  and  in  the  last,  he  claimed  through 
the  grantor  of  the  lots,  which  were  bounded  on  the  street  which 
was  alleged  to  have  been  dedicated.  In  the  present  case  the 
objector  is  himself  the  grantee  of  the  lots  bounded  on  the 
Fourth  avenue,  and  the  question  is  not  whether  he  has  dedi- 
cated the  lots,  but  whether  twenty  feet  of  the  avenue,  as  laid 
out  by  the  act  of  1837,  was  conveyed  to  him.  It  seems,  that 
the  description  of  the  property,  mentioned  in  the  deed  of  con- 
veyance to  Houghton,  was  taken  from  the  deeds  which  had 
been  executed  after  the  avenue  had  been  laid  out  as  a  street 
one  hundred  feet  wide,  by  the  «act  of  1807,  and  before  the 
passage  of  the  act  of  1837,  which  laid  it  out  as  a  street  one 
hundred  and  forty  feet  wide.  In  the  deed  executed  by  McGown 
to  Clark  in  the  year  1848,  the  old  description  was  used ;  but 
it  was  stated  that  the  Fourth  avenue  referred  to  was  "  to  be 
taken  at  the  width  of  one  hundred  feet,  as  originally  laid  out.'* 
In  the  subsequent  conveyance  to  Sluyter,  and  in  the  convey- 
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ance  by  him  to  Houghton,  there  is  no  such  definition  of  the 
meaning  of  "  Fourth  avenue."  The  lots  are  bounded  on  the 
Fourth  avenue  without  restriction  or  qualification ;  and  it  eeems 
to  me  that  the  description  used  can  admit  of  no  other  construc- 
tion than  that  the  avenue  meant,  was  the  avenue  as  then  laid 
out  The  only  Fourth  avenue  then  existing,  to  which  the 
description  could  apply,  was  an  avenue  of  one  hundred  and 
forty  feet  width.  There  was  at  the  time  no  Fourth  avenue  of 
one  hundred  feet  width. 

Tlie  next  objection  made  to  the  report  of  tlie  commissioners 
is,  that  it  was  signed  by  two  of  them,  the  other  commissioner 
having  dissented,  and  refused  to  sign  it  This  objection  is 
founded  in  that  provision  of  the  Constitution  which  declares, 
that  "  when  private  property  shall  be  taken  for  any  public  nse, 
the  compensation  to  be  made  therefor,  when  such  compensation 
is  not  made  by  the  State,  shall  be  ascertained  by  a  jury,  or  by 
not  less  than  three  commissioners  appointed  by  a  court  of  record, 
as  shall  be  prescribed  by  law."    (Cim*^.,  art.  1,  §  7.) 

It  is  an  old  rule  of  the  common  law,  that  in  matters  of  public 
concern,  and  when  the  authority  conferred  is  public,  all  of  those 
to  whom  it  is  committed  must  meet  and  confer  together ;  but 
that  the  voice  of  the  majority  shall  govern,  unless  there  is  some 
special  provision  to  the  contrary.    (21  Wend.j  182 ;  6  Johns^ 
39,  41 ;  1  Bos.  <&  PuU.,  237  ;  3  T.  £.,  682.)    And  this  rule  is 
substantially  embodied  in  one  of  the  provisions  of  the  lievised 
Statutes.     (2  Hev.  Staty  555.)    It  was  with  a  knowledge  of  this 
existing  law  that  the  Constitution  was  adopted ;  and  when  it 
declared  that  compensation  should  be  ascertained  by  not  less 
than  three  commissioners,  and  introduced  no  special  provision 
showing  an  intention  to  alter  the  law,  it  meant  that  compensa- 
tion  should  be  ascertained  by  the  three  commissioners  in  the 
manner  in  which  similar  acts  had  hitherto  been  peiibrmed ; 
that  is,  by  the  meeting,  investigation,  and  conference  of  all  the 
commissioners,  and  by  the  report  of  a  majority,  in  case  all  could 
not  agree. 

In  reference  to  the  claim  of  Mr.  Burlock,  I  do  not  think  that 
tliere  has  been  such  a  deviation  from  the  rules  which  have  here- 
tofore been  adopted  and  acted  upon,  as  would  authorize  me  to 
send  the  report  back  to  the  commissioners. 

The  report  must  be  confirmed. 
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Clrrkk,  J. — (Concurring  as  to  validity  of  report  by  only  two 
commissioners;  dissenting  as  to  other  matters.) — It  is  admitted 
in  the  case,  by  both  counsel,  that  Margaret  C.  McGown,  in 
1S55,  conveyed  to  Sandford  and  others  the  block  now  owned 
chiefly  by  Houghton,  bounding  it  on  the  west  by  "  the  Fourth 
Avenue,"  but  describing  it  as  containing  920  feet  in  depth.  By 
mesne  conveyances,  containing  the  same  descriptions,  and  des- 
ignating the  boundary  on  the  west  by  the  same  terms,  the  land 
was  Tested  in  8.  B.  McGown.  On  the  17th  of  January,  1848, 
&  judgment  was  recovered  against  S.  B.  McGown,  for  a  specific 
performance  of  a  contract  to  convey  this  block;  the  judgment 
required  that  the  conveyance  should  be  of  the  block  bounded 
on  the  west  by  the  **  Fourth  avenue,"  adding,  in  explanation  of 
the  term  "  Fourth  avenue,"  that  "  it  should  be  taken  at  the 
width  of  100  feet,  as  originally  laid  out."  The  blocks  in  ques- 
tion were  diluted  to  be  conveyed  to  Bayard  Clark,  an  assignee 
of  the  plaintiff  in  the  judgment.  A  deed  bearing  date  the 
25th  November,  1848,  as  directed  by  the  judgment,  was  exe- 
cuted by  McGown  to  Clark,  conveying  the  block,  "  together 
with  all  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  parties  of  the  first 
part,  to  the  adjoining  streets  and  avenues,"  and  following  the 
description  in  the  judgment,  although  not  adding  in  express 
terms,  that  the  ^'Fourth  avenue  should  be  taken  at  the  width 
of  100  feet,  as  originally  laid  out."  The  judgment,  indeed,  is 
not  referred  to  at  all  in  the  deed  in  direct  terms ;  and  one  of  its 
requirements  is  omitted,  showing  that  there  was  some  subse- 
qaeut  consent  of  the  parties  to  modify  it ;  but  nothing  what- 
ever appears,  either  in  the  deed  or  otherwise,  that  it  was  their 
intention  to  vary  the  judgment  in  the  dimensions  or  description 
of  the  premises,  or  in  the  degree,  extent,  or  quantity  of  the  in- 
terest directed  to  be  conveyed.  There  is  nothing  to  imply  an 
intention  by  the  grantor  or  grantee  to  alter  the  signification  of 
the  term  "  Fonrth  avenue,"  except  the  omission  in  the  deed  of 
the  explanatory  words,  which  I  have  quoted  from  the  judgment. 

It  is  admitted,  in  this  case,  that  Clark  conveyed  to  Sluyter 
portions  of  the  block,  bounding  it  upon  "  the  Fourth  avenue," 
and  that,  on  examining  the  dimensions  of  the  lots,  it  appeared 
that  the  block  was  conveyed  by  Clark  to  Sluyter  as  of  the  dimen- 
sions of  920  feet  in  depth. 

Hie  question,  therefore,  to  be  determined,  is,  whether  Clark, 
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on. receiving  the  conveyance  from  McGown,  pursuant  to  the 
iudgment,  accepted  the  land  curtailed  of  twenty  feet  on  its 
western  line,  bounding  it  by  the  "  Fourth  avenue"  as  widened, 
and  not  by  the  Fourth  avenue,  "  taken  at  the  width  of  100  feet, 
as  originally  laid  out ;"  for,  if  Clark  did  not  consent  to  this,  it 
cannot  be  pretended  that  any  subsequent  owner  did. 

.  What  is  the  evidence  that  he  consented,  gratuitously,  to  re* 
linquish  so  large  a  portion  of  his  land  for  .the  public  use  f  It  is 
granted  that  there  is  no  express  and  positive  language  or  act 
indicating  any  such  intention ;  but  that  there  is  enough  in  the 
vague  manner  in  which  the  "  Fourth  avenue"  is  referred  to  (a 
term  confessedly  bearing  two  significations),  to  show  a  con- 
structive dedication.  I  confess,  I  cannot  see  any  thing  in  the 
proceedings  of  either  of  the  parties,  or  in  what  is  expi^essed  or 
omitted  in  the  conveyance,  to  warrant  any  such  supposition — a 
supposition  which  would  deprive  a  man  of  a  large  proportion 
of  his  land  without  compensation.  We  must  bear  in  mind,  that 
if  the  dedication  was  made  at  all,  it  was  made  by  Clark ;  for,  if 
I  understand  the  judgment  correctly,  McGown  was  obliged  to 
convey  the  land  to  the  Fourth  avenue,  ^' taken  at  the  width  of 
100  feet  as  originally  laid  out."  These  words,  to  be  sure,  follow 
section  10  of  the  judgment,  which  is  divided  into  ten  sections, 
each  section  relating  to  a  separate  portion  of  land,  and  direct- 
ing to  whom  it  is  to  be  conveyed ;  section  8,  relating  to  the 
block  in  question,  directing  the  conveyance  to  Clark.  Section 
10  being  the  last,  the  explanatory  words  relating  to  the  mean- 
ing of  the  term  "  Fourth  avenue"  were  naturally  and  properly 
placed  after  that  section,  to  save  the  necessity  of  repeating 
tiiem  after  each  of  the  ten  sections ;  and  there  is  no  reason  to 
suppose,  from  the  circumstances,  that  these  words  should  be 
more  applicable  to  the  tenth  than  to  any  other  section  in  the 
judgment.  But  the .  explanatory  reference  is  in  itself  con- 
clusive ;  for,  it  says,  that  "  the  Fourth  avenue,  as  herein  used, 
should  be  taken,"  &c. — "  herein"  clearly  signifying  "  in  this 
judgment,"  not  merely  "  this  section,"  and  that  the  object  was 
to  avoid  tautology. 

It  is,  therefore,  to  some  act  of  Clark  that  we  must  look  for 
this  intention.  No  option  was  reserved  to  his  grantor.  By 
the  judgment,  I  repeat,  Clark  was  entitled  to  the  920  feet.  It 
matters  not  what  McGown  intended  without  the  concurrence 
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of  Clark ;  he  was  bonnd  to  convey  to  Clark  the  blocks  con- 
taining those  dimensions  in  depth.  What  reason  is  there  for 
implying  that  the  latter  surrendered  the  right  to  twenty  feet  of 
those  dimensions  along  the  whole  western  boundary  of  this 
land,  in  the  absence  of  the  least  tittle  of  proof  of  any  adequate 
motive,  or  of  any  inducement  or  compensation,  unless  we  are 
to  assume  in  him  a  degree  of  civic  worth,  and  public  spirit,  so 
rare,  that  it  will  be  prudent  not  to  presume  the  possession  of  it 
by  any  citizen  in  these  degenerate  days  ?  To  suppose  that  he 
gratuitously  gave  up  this  large  strip  of  his  land  for  the  widen- 
ing of  one  of  the  thoroughfares  pf  the  city  would  be  implying 
more  than  we  are  authorized,  at  all  events,  from  the  circum- 
stances of  the  present  case,  to  presume. 

The  mere  omission,  in  the  deed  from  McGown  to  Clark,  of 
the  number  of  feet  in  the  depth  of  the  blocks,  does  not  war- 
rant any  such  supposition ;  especially  when  we  consider  that  in 
eight  months  after  the  execution  and  delivery  of  this  deed  he 
expressly  shows  that  he  contemplated  no  such  thing.  In  the 
conveyance  of  Clark  to  Sluyter,  in  October,  1852,  the  block  is 
conveyed  as  of  920  feet  in  depth ;  of  course,  to  the  original 
line  of  "  the  Fourth  avenue," — the  hundred  feet  wide  "  Fourth 
avenue ;"  which  most  people  knew  to  be  the  only  "  Fourth 
avenue."  How  then  can  it  be  inferred,  that  when  he  received 
the  conveyance  from  McGown,  he  relinquished  his  right  to  what 
the  judgment  gave  him?  Here  is  an  express  assertion  of  his 
right,  in  opposition  to  a  very  equivocal  omission  of  words,  which 
were  merely  explanatory,  and  which  left  the  term  "  the  Fourth 
avenue,"  without  those  words  in  McGown's  deed,  to  say  the 
least,  as  capable  of  one  interpretation  as  the  other.  Clark 
knew,  I  presume,  if  he  had  dedicated  the  land  to  the  public 
use,  and  was  content  to  accept  the  block  from  McGown,  bounded 
by  the  contemplated  line  of  the  Fourth  avenue,  as  directed  to 
be  widened  by  tlie  act  of  1837,  its  depth  from  the  Third  to  the 
Fourth  avenue  would  be  only  900  feet. 

The  mere  circumstance  that  the  conveyance  from  McGown 
to  Clark  did  not  specially  refer  to  the  judgment,  and  that  there 
seemed  to  be  some  deviation  from  it  in  other  respects,  is  a  very 
insufficient  reason  for  concluding  that  he  was  willing  to  depart 
from  the  substance  of  the  judgment,  90  essentially,  as  to  aban- 
don, without  any  apparent  consideration  or  compensation,  or 
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adequate  motive,  a  coneiderable  portion  bf  the  property  to  which 
it  entitled  him.  The  only  safe  rale,  and  the  only  mle  by  which 
the  constitutional  right  to  private  property  can  be  preserved, 
is  to  reject  all  doubtful  claims  of  dedication ;  and,  for  mj  part, 
I  would  reject  any  claim  not  considerably  more  explicit  than 
this. 

If  we  are  not  willing  to  forget  where  we  are — that  we  are  liv- 
ing under  a  j)olitical  rigime^  which  regards  private  property  as 
most  sacred  and  inviolable,  and  that  we  are  not  living  in  the 
meridian  of  St  Petersburgh  or  Grand  Cairo,  we  shonld  in  all 
cases  insist,  as  this  court  at  general  term  in  this  district  has  be- 
fore insisted,  that  a  constructive  dedication  can  only  be  effected 
by  clear,  unequivocal,  and  decisive  acts  of  the  owner,  amount- 
ing to  the  explicit  manifestation  of  his  will  to  make  a  permanent 
abandonment  of  the  thing  dedicated. 

For  these  reasons  the  order  confirming  the  commissioners' 
report  shonld  be  reversed. 

I  fully  concur  with  my  brethren  on  the  other  questions  pre* 
sented  in  this  matter. 

Order  affirmed. 


ABBOT  a.  THE  HAED  RUBBER  COMPANY. 

Supreme  Courts  First  District;  iSped(d  Term^  October^  1860. 

Corporation. — Power  of  Directors. 


The  directon  of  a  oorporation  have  no  power  to  aeU  the  entire  movable  property 
of  the  oorporation ;  and  such  a  sale  made  by  them,  U  void  as  against  such 
stockholders  as  do  not  assent. 

In  an  action  by  a  stoclLholder  to  set  aside  such  sale,  an  injunction  should  be 
granted,  and  a  receiver  should  be  appointed. 

Motion  for  an  injunction,  and  appointment  of  a  receiver. 

In  the  voluminous  moving  papers  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was 
shown  that,  in  1850,  Charles  Goodyear,  who  had  then  recently 
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invented  his  processes  of  valcanizing  india-rubber,  applied  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  solicited  him  to  take  an  interest  in  tlie  de- 
Telopment  of  ^he  new  invention  in  its  applications  to  educa- 
tional apparatus.  Some  negotiations  took  place,  the  result 
of  which  was  that  Mr.  Goodyear  gave  the  plaintiff  certain 
powers  over  the  use  and  application  of  the  invention  to  the 
manufacture  of  maps,  charts,  globes,  blackboards,  slates,  &c. 
A  corporation  was  subsequently  organized,  known  as  the  Beacon 
Dam  Company,  in  which  the  plaintiff  became  a  stockholder, 
and  the  name  of  which  was  subsequently  changed  to  the  Ameri- 
can Hard  Subber  Company.  The  rights  and  powers  vested  in 
the  plaintiff  by  Goodyear,  were,  by  the  plaintiff,  transferred 
to  die  Beacon  Dam  Company ;  and  he  also  contributed  a  large 
portion  of  the  funds  required  in  its  establishment,  and  the  erec- 
tion of  its  buildings,  purchase  of  tools,  machinery,  &c.  Quite 
ktely,  the  directors  of  the  company  negotiated  a  sale  of  all  its 
property  to  Messrs.  Poppenheusen  &  Konig,  two  of  the  de- 
fendants. This  sale  being  against  the  wishes  of  plaintiff,  he 
brought  this  suit  to  restrain  defendants  from  carrying  it  into 
effect. 

The  biU  contained  charges  of  fraud  in  the  sale ;  but  the  de- 
cision of  the  case  chiefly  turned  on  the  question  of  the  power 
of  the  directors  of  a  company  to  sell  out  its  whole  assets  with- 
out the  consent  of  stockholders. 

The  answer  of  defendants  denied  all  fraud  in  the  sale,  and 
averred  that  it  was  a  fair,  honest,  and  true  sale,  and  for  a  full 
and  valuable  consideration; 

E  W.  Staughtan  and  D.  K  Whederj  for  plaintiff. 
8,  A.  Foot  and  W.  A.  CurtU^  for  defendants. 

8dtherlani>,  J. — ^I  think  the  sale  and  transfer  by  the  four 
directors — Jndson,  Ropes,  Norton,  and  Henry  B.  Goodyear — to 
Poppenheusen,  Konig,  and  Funke,  of  the  entire  property  of  the 
company,  except  its  real  estate,  with  its  machinery  and  fixtures, 
was  void  as  to  the  plaintiff,  and  snch  other  stockholders  as  did 
not  consent  to  or  anthorize  the  sale. 

I  do  not  think  that  it  appears  that  a  majority  of  the  stock- 
hdders  did,  in  fact,  anthorize  the  sale ;  but  had  the  sale  been 
aathorized  by  a  majority  of  the  stockholders,  or  by  stockholders 
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I'epresenting  a  majority  of  the  stock,  I  think  it  would  have  been 
void  as  to  the  plaintiff  and  other  stockholders  not  consenting  to 
or  aathorizing  it.    . 

In  looking  at  this  question  as  to  the  power  and  authority  of 
the  directors  to  make  the  sale  and  transfer,  with  or  without  the 
authority  of  a  majority  of  the  stockholders,  so  as  to  be  valid  as 
to  and  bind  the  stockholders  who  did  not  consent,  in  this  case, 
and  as  between  these  parties,  the  company  should  be  considered 
as  chartered  and  organized  for  the  sole  purpose  and  object  of 
manufacturing  goods  or  articles  of  india-rubber,  or  of  its  patented 
compounds,  under  the  Goodyear  patents. 

The  corporation,  as  originally  organized  in  May,  1852,  with 
a  capital  of  $25,000,  composed  of  1,000  shares  of  $25  each,  was 
called  the  Beacon  Dam  Company,  and  would  appear  to  have 
been  organized  for  the  object  and  purpose  of  building  and 
maintaining  a  water-power  on  the  Naugatuck  river,  in  Con- 
necticut, and  for  carrying  on  a  manufacturing  t^usiness  gen- 
erally. The  name  was  subsequently  changed  to  "  American 
Hard  Rubber  Company,"  and  in  January,  1853,  the  capital 
stock  was  increased  from  1,000  shares  of  $25  leach,  to  4,000 
shares  of  $25  each,  the  plaintiff  subscribing  for  and  taking  the 
3,()00  additional  shares,  retaining  1,000  of  them,  and  distribu- 
ting the  other  2,000  among  different  parties. 

The  increase  of  capital  took  place  solely  with  reference  to  the 
business  of  manufacturing  india-rubber  goods,  under  the  Good- 
year patents ;  and  all  the  stockholders  agreed  from  that  time 
to  enter  upon  and  prosecute  exclusively  the  business  of  manu- 
facturing articles  of  the  patented  compounds  of  india-rubber; 
and  from  that  time  until  the  sale,  by  the  directors,  to  Poppen- 
heusen,  Konig,  and  Funke,  in  February,  1860,  the  manufacture 
and  sale  of  such  articles  would  appear  to  have  been  the  only 
business  of  the  company. 

I  think,  therefore,  that,  as  between  these  parties,  and  for  the 
purposes  of  this  decision,  I  must  consider  the  sole  and  only  ob- 
ject and  purpose  for  which  the  company  was  organized,  the 
business  which  it  carried  on,  and  which  the  directors  who  made 
the  sale  were  elected  to  direct  and  manage,  to  have  been  the 
manufacturing  and  selling  of  goods  or  articles  of  india-rubber, 
or  of  one  or  more  of  its  compounds,  under  the  Goodyear 
patents. 
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That  being  so,  I  think  the  sale  in  question  was  void  as  to  the 
plaintiff  and  other  stockholders  not  consenting,  because  its  effect 
wa8,  and  must  necessarily  have  been,  to  discontinue  all  business 
of  the  corporation, — ^in  effect  to  dissolve  it ;  and  I  must  presume 
on  the  conceded  facts  of  this  case,  that  the  parties  to  the  sale 
knew  or  anticipated  that  such  would  be  the  effect  and  conse- 
qnences  of  the  sale.  ' 

The  directors  sell  in  one  lump,  not  only  all  the  stock  of  the 
corporation,  manufactui*ed  and  unmanufactured,  but  all  rights 
of  the  corporation  under  the  patents  to  manufacture  any  more, 
and  all  its  property  of  every  description,  except  the  water- 
power  and  real  estate,  with  its  machinery  and  fixtures,  in  Con- 
necticut, which  they  at  the  same  time  lease  to  Poppenheusen  & 
Eonig,  for  one  year;  thus,  by  this  sale,  discontinuing  or  destroy- 
ing all  the  business  of  the  corporation  for  a  term,  at  least ;  and 
\>j  the  sale  of  the  patent  rights,  or  of  the  corporation's  right  to 
mannfacture  under  the  patent  rights,  forever  putting  it  out  of 
itB  power,  without  repurchasing  the  right  to  do  so,  to  further 
prosecute  the  only  object,  and  purpose,  and  business  for  which 
it  had  been  organized,  and  which  it  had  prosecuted ;  and  thus 
leaving  the  corporation  a  mere  skeleton,  with  a  name,  and  per- 
haps a  legal  technical  existence  by  the  statute-book,  but  with- 
out real  life,  or  business,  or  usefulness. 

I  do  not  think  the  directors,  even  with  the  consent  of  a  ma- 
jority of  the  stockholders,  had  a  right,  as  against  stockholders 
not  consenting,  thus  in  effect  to  discontinue  its  existence,  and 
defeat  the  object  of  its  organization. 

1  most  assume  that  these  directors  were  chosen  to  manage 
the  business  of  the  corporation,  not  to  destroy  and  end  it. 

If  the  corporation  were  insolvent,  it  is  presumed  the  laws  of 
Connecticut  had  provided  a  mode  of  having  it  dissolved ;  if  it 
had  good  cause  to  surrender  up  its  franchises  to  the  govern 
ment,  it  is  presumed  the  laws  of  the  same  State  had  also  pro- 
vided for  that.  But  I  cannot  presume  tliat  the  directors,  or  a 
majority  of  the  stockholders  of  the  corporation,  by  any  law  of 
Connecticut  or  otherwise,  had  a  right  thus,  by  voluntary  sale, 
to  discontinue  its  existence,  and  in  effect  surrender  its  fran- 
chiaes,  without  consulting  the  government  or  its  creditors,  And 
without  the  consent  of  a  majority  of  its  stockholders. 

To  hold  that  the  directors  could  thus  discontinue,  wind  up, 
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and  defeat  the  purpose,  object,  and  business  for  which  the  cor- 
poration was  organized,  even  with  the  consent  of  a  majority  of 
the  stockholders,  so  as  to  bind  the  minority  not  consenting, 
would,  in  effect,  be  depriving  the  minority,  and  every  one  of 
the  minority,  of  their  property  without  their  consent. 

No  doubt  that  the  principle  that  a  majority  must  govern  or 
control  (in  the  absence  of  any  special  provision  in  the  charter 
or  constitutional  articles),  applies  to  corporations ;  and  that  the 
minority  are  bound  by  the  acts  of  the  majority,  when  those 
acts  are  within,  and  according  to  the  charter  or  constitutional 
articles  of  the  corporation ;  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  object 
and  purpose  for  which  it  was  organized.  Such  acts  a  stock* 
holder  consents  to  by  becoming  a  member  of  the  corporation, 
because  he  is  presumed  to  know  the  law,  and  the  rights  of  the 
majority  by  the  law.  But  this  democratic  or  representative 
principle  does  not  apply  to  an  act  or  acts  of  the  majority,  in- 
consistent with  the  continued  existence  of  the  corporation,  and 
the  vety  object  and  purpose  for  which  it  was  organized ;  nor 
does  a  stockholder  consent  to  such  acts  by  becoming  a  member, 
because  the  law  does  not  justify  them ;  and  he  cannot  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  anticipated  or  thought,  that  such  acta  would  ever 
be  perpetrated  or  attempted  by  the  majority. 

I  cite  the  following  authorities  as  supporting  or  illustrating 
the  principle  on  which  I  hold  the  rule  in  question  void  for  want 
of  authoritv,  as  to  the  plaintiff  and  other  stockholders  not  con- 
senting, assuming  it  to  have  been  made  by  a  majority  of  the 
stockholders.  (Livingston  a.  Lynch,  4:  Johns.  Ch.y  573;  Conro 
a.  Port  Henry  L-on  Co.,  12  Barh.^  62,  63 ;  Ward  a.  The  Sea 
Insurance  Co.,  7  Paige^  294 ;  Hartford  and  New  Haven  Bail- 
road  Co.  a.  Qroswell,  5  Hill^  384 ;  In  the  matter  of  Niagara  In- 
surance Co.,  1  PaigSj  257 ;  Slee  a.  Bloom,  19  Johna.^  456 ;  Bol- 
lins  a.  Clay,  33  Maim,  132 ;  Smith  a.  Smith,  3  Dts.  (S,  C.)  CL, 
557 ;  Kean  a.  Johnson,  1  Stock.,  401 ;  New  Orleans,  Jackson, 
and  G.  N.  Railroad  Co.  a.  Harris,  27  Miss,  517 ;  Hare  a.  So* 
ciety  Attorneys,  1  CdUyer,  370 ;  Bagshaw  a.  Easton  County 
Bailroad  Co.,  7  Hare  Ch.,  114;  Bank  of  Com.  a.  Bank  of  Brest, 
Harring.  Ch.  (J/u?A.),  106,  10,  11;  Town  a.  Bank  of  Biver 
Baiain,  2  Doug.  (Mich.\  536  ;  Ang.  <b  AfMS  on  Com.,  §§  499, 
500,  390,  ei  seq.) 

The  sale  and  transfer  in  question  was  not,  and  did  not  pur* 
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port  to  be  a  sale  of  the  property  of  the  oorpon^tioa  fon  the 
benefit  of  it9  creditpn.  If  the  property  w9A  aold  for  its  foil 
Tftlae,  the  ereditorg  would  have  a  right  to  complaiQ ;  for  it  wae 
not  a  eale  for  money,  ba$  for  promifiAory  notes  payable  et  a 
f9Xiu^  day;  and  although  the  notes  may  be  good)  and  the 
makers  abondantly  responsible,  yet  the  eorpovation  or  its  dijrech 
tore  had  no  right  to  compel  the  creditors  to  wait  until  the  notes 
voepaid. 

In  passing  the  rssohiUon  relied  upon  by  the  defendaata 
M  an  authority  by  a  minority  of  the  stockholders  to  make 
the  Bale  and  transfer,  it  would  appear  that  a  majority  of  the 
tluures  Toted  on,  were  voted  on  by  proxy.  I  must  proa^me^ 
in  the  absence  of  any  tibing  to  show  the  eoatrary,  that 
these  proxiea  were  ordinary  proxies,  given  wilih  reference  to 
the  transaction  of  the  ordinary  and  legitimate  buBiness  of  the 
coiporation,  and  that  they  did  not,  and  could  not  anthoriae 
Totee  for  so  extraordinary  a  sale  and  transfer  as  the  ene  in 
qseation. .  Hence  the  resolution  oannot  be  said  to  have  been  in 
iict  passed  by  a  mitf^^J  ^f  the  stockholderB,  and  its  passage 
eai  hardly  be  claioied  as  an  authority  by  the  minority. 

A  similar  remark  may  be  made  as  to  the  Connectioui  statntea 
referred  to  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendants,  authorizing  a  ma- 
jority of  the  stockholders  to  transact  business;  and  not  lees  than 
tiiree  directors  to  manage  the  affairs  and  business  of  corpora- 
tions; these  statutes  must  be  presumed  to  have  been  intended 
to  apply  to  the  ordinary  and  legitimate  business  of  corporations, 
ud  not  to  so  extraordinary  a  proceeding  as  the  sale  and  trans-. 
kr  in  question. 

The  purchasers  cannot  be  considered  as  lona-Jide  purchasers 

fcr  value  without  notice,  for  they  did  not  give  money  or  value, 

Int  their  notes  or  promises  to  pay ;  and  I  must  assume  from  the 

conceded  facts  of  this  case,  that  they  knew  the  purpose  and  ob- 

|«ct  for  which  this  corporation  was  organized,  and  the  only 

vffloees  which  it  had  prosecuted ;  and  as  tiiey  must  also  be  pre* 

med  to  know  the  law,  I  must  also  presume  that  they  knew 

t  directors,  with  or  without  the  consent  of  the  stockholders, 

DO  right  or  authority  to  make  the  sale  and  transfer  in  ques- 

lon  to  them. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  pass  upon  the  other  two  grounds  upon 
Mch  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  insist  that  the  sale  was  void ; 
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to  wit:  fraod  in  fact,  and  as  being  in  contraTention  of  the  equi- 
table principle  or  rnle,  that  a  tnutee  cannot,  directly  6r  indirectl  j, 
become  the  pnrchaser  of  the  tnut-property  for  his  own  benefit; 
for  if  the  sale  in  question  was  Toid,  as  to  the  plaintiff  and  other 
stockholders  not  consenting,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  made 
without  their  consent  or  authority,  the  other  two  grounds,  how* 
eyer  well  taken,  could  not  make  a  void  thing  void. 

The  sale  being  void,  as  to  the  plaintiff  and  other  stockholders 
not  consenting,  it  follows,  I  think,  that  the  temporaiy  injunc- 
tion should  be  continued^  and  that  a  receiver  is  necessaiy  to 
preserve  the  property  of  the  corporation  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  court,  for  its  creditors  and  stockholders,  until  the  final 
decree  in  the  action,  or  in  the  action  in  the  Circuit  Oourt  of  the 
United  States,  in  aid  of  which  it  would  appear  that  this  action 
was  brought,  or  until  its  dissolution  may  be  decreed  by  the  courts 
of  Connecticut 

I  shall  accordingly  continue  the  injunction,  and  make  a  refer- 
ence to  Hon.  William  Mitchell  to  appoint  a  suitable' and  proper 
person  as  receiver,  with  the  usual  powers^  and  take  and  ap- 
prove of  the  necessary  and  usual  security  for  the  fiftithfnl  p»- 
fbrmance  of  his  trust 


CHAMBEES  a.  LEWIS. 
JTiw  York  Common  Pleas;  General  iirm^  October^  1860. 

COUHTEB-OUUIC. 

Whmi  the  oonplalnt  li  Ibr  a  ooavienlim, »  demMid  asainat  the  plaintiff  on  a  oanae 
of  action  not  connected  with  the  same  tranaaction,  cannot  be  aet  up  at  a 
counter-claim.  The  fact  that  the  aammons  in  the  action  la  in  a  form  anited  to 
an  action  on  contract,  Inatead  of  an  action  for  a  wrong,  does  not  qnalify  the 
nature  of  the  action. 

Whether  tort  Ib  intended  to  be  waiyed,  mnit  now  be  determined  by  the  fiuAa 
let  oat  in  the  complaint. 

▲  coonter-daim  moat  hare  belonged  to  defendant  at  the  oommenoement  of  the 
aotton. 
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Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  special  term,  Bostaining  the 
plaintiff's  demnrrer  to  the  answer  of  defendant 

Hie  complaint  alleged  that  on  March  30, 1859,  the  plaintiff 
poesefised  and  owned  certain  personal  property  of  the  ralae  of 
$640,  and  on  or  about  that  day,  the  defendant  obtained  snch 
property,  and  wrongfully  converted  it  to  his  own  use ;  that  be* 
fore  the  commencement  of.  this  suit,  the  plaintiff  demanded  it 
of  the  defendant,  who  refused  to  deliver  it;  whereupon,  judg- 
ment was  demanded  for  $640,  with  interest  from  April  12, 1869, 
the  day  of  making  such  demand. 

The  action  appeared,  from  the  verification  to  the  complaint, 
to  have  been  commenced  April  18, 1859,  and  the  answer  of  the 
defendant  was  sworn  to  on  May  8.  In  it  was  set  up,  as  a  dis- 
tinct defence,  a  counter-claim  arising  out  of  the  recovery  of  a 
judgment  for  $896.61  against  the  United  States  Gutta  Percha 
Belting  and  Packing  Company,  in  the  Marine  Court,  in  favor 
of  Angnstus  Cleveland,  on  March  IS,  1859,  and  on  which  an 
execution  had  been  issued  and  returned  unsatisfied.  It  was 
averred  that  the  company  was  organized  and  incorporated  under 
the  provisions  of  article  2,  title  12,  ch.  18,  part  1,  of  the  Bevised 
Statates,  and  the  plaintiff  having  been  stockholder,  trustee,  and 
president  thereof,  had  become  liable  for  all  the  debts  of  the 
eompany,  by  reason  of  the  failure  of  the  company  to  comply 
with  cert^n  provisions  of  law  affecting  companies  organized  for 
manofactoiing  purposes. 

The  plaintiff  demurred  to  this  defence ;  and  the  court  at  spe- 
cial term  gave  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  demurrer. 
The  drfendant  then  appealed  to  the  general  term. 

Bt  the  Cottbt. — Hilton,  J. — (After  stating  the  facts.)  It  is 
argaed  that  the  plaintiff  having  issued  a  summons  in  the  form 
prescribed  in  actions  brought  for  a  money-demand  arising  upon 
contract,  and  also  having  attached  to  the  complaint  a  demand 
of  judgment  for  a  specified  sum  with  interest,  it  must  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  tort  arising  from  the  wrongful  conversion  of  the 
property  referred  to,  has  been  waived,  and  the  action  is,  there- 
W,  to  be  regarded  as  resting  upon  the  contract  which  the  law 
implies  in  such  cases ;  and  as  the  counter-claim  set  up  arises 
^m  a  contract  also  implied  by  law,  growing  out  of  the  penalty, 
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f^  d^bt  wUch  the  statute  impoflee  upon  certain  peraons  who  vio- 
late ,the  provisions,  it  therefore  falls  within  sabdivision  3,  of 
section  150  of  the  Code,  which  permits  a  coanter-claim  to  be 
interposed  of  this  character,  where  it  exists  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action,  wd  the  f^^tion  arises  npon  contract,  express 
or  impliedt 

That  the  counter-claim  n^aj  properly  be  said  to  arise  npon 
contract,  I  am  willing  to  concede,  as  whatever  the  law  orders 
any  one  to  piyri  that  becomes  instantly  a  debt  which  he  hath 
b^orehand  contracted  to  discharge  (3  Blacks.  Com.^  158),  and  the 
claim  in  the  answer  thns  falls  within  that  class  of  contracts 
which  are  imidied  by  law ;  but  I  am  not  prepared  to  admit  that 
the  cause  of  action  set  out  in  the  complaint  is  one  arising  on 
contract  I  on  the  contrary,  I  think  it  quite  obvious,  the  suit  is 
for  a.  tprt  committed  by  the  defendant  in  wrongfully  converting 
to  his  own  use  certaia  property  of  the  plaintiff  of  the  value  of 
$640,  for  which  amount,  with  interest  from  the  time  its  return 
was  request^,  and  which  n^y  be  considered  in  the  nature  of 
4aa)ages  claimed,  judgment  is  demanded.    The  fact  that  the 
sommona  was  not  in  the  form  prescribed  for  actions  of  this 
kind,  merely  shows  an  error  of  the  attorney  id.  this  particular, 
whidi  might  h&v^  been  takeq  advantage  of  before  answer  by 
tlie  defepdapt'9  moving  to  set  aside  the  complaint  for  the  reason 
that  it  did  not  conform  to  the  summons  (Tuttle  a.  Smith,  6 
^IbiaiU^  Pr^  3^9,  and  cases  cited ;  Davis  a.  Bates,  /i(.,  15 ; 
8hafer  a.  Humphreys,  lb  How.  Pr.^  564);.  but  by  answering, 
any  variance  or  defect  of  this  nature  is  waived,  and  thereafter 
it  hecomep  entirely  immaterial  what  the  particular  form  of 
the  process  waa  by  which  the  party  has  been  brought  into 
court 

It  is,  however^  insisted,  that  fron^  the  plaintiff's  proceedings, 
the  court  should  infer  that  the  tort  has  been  waived,  and  the 
action  would,  therefore^  be  regarded  as  resting  on  the  implied 
contract ;  but,  even  if  this  were  so,  it  could  not  help  the  de- 
fendant, o?  permit  him  to  assert  his  counter-claim  by  way  of 
defence  \,  the  action  would  still  be  one  arising  oi^  a  tor^  and  not 
arising  on  contract,  although  the  plaintiff  might  have  waived 
any  remedy  which  the  law  afforded  him  by  reason  of  the  tortious 
acts  of  the  defendant  The  waiv^er  would  not  alter  the  facts 
which  copitituted  the  fomidation  of  the  action,  nor  bring  the 
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snit  within  the  class  wherein  the  Code  allows  a  counter-claim 
AiiBiDg  upon  contract,  to  be  interposed  bj  waj  of  defence. 
(Piser  a.  Steams,  1  HilLy  86.) 

It  might  have  been  otherwise  under  onr  former  system  of 
pleading,  when  the  tort  would  not  only  be  waived  by  bringing 
the  action  of  assumpsit,  but  the  suit  in  that  form  would  hare 
been  subject  to  all  the  rules  of  set-off  applicable  to  actions  xlpon 
contracts ;  but  I  agree  with  Judge  Brady^  that  under  our  pres- 
ent system,  no  such  rule  of  practice  or  of  law  exists ;  and  that 
die  character  of  the.  proceeding,  whether  the  tort  is  intended 
to  be  waived  or  not^  must  now  in  all  cases  be  determitied  by 
die  &ctB  set  out  in  the  complaint  as  constituting  the  cause  of 
action;  atid  if  upon  those  facts  it  appears  that  the  action  did 
not  arise  on  contract,  and  that  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to 
in  order  for  the  defendant's  arrest,  the  suit  must  be  regarded 
tt  bdng  founded  in  tort 

Bnt  mere  is  another,  and,  in  my  opinion,  equally  fatal  objeo- 
tion  to  the  counter-claim  set  up,  arising  from  the  fact  that  it  did 
not  belong  to  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the  commencement 
of  the-  action.  As  I  before  retnarked,  this  suit  appears  to  have 
been  commenced  in  April,  and  although  the  judgment  had  been 
recoYered  previously,  yet  it  was  not  transferred  to  the  defend- 
ant nntil  May  3.  To  permit  a  claim  thus  acquired  to  be  inter- 
posed as  a  defence,  would  be  to  depart  from  the  general  rule 
by  which  actions  are  determined  according  to  the  rights  of  the 
parties  as  they  existed  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit ;  and 
although  the  Code  (subdivision  2,  of  section  150)  does  not  say 
ifl  express  terms  that  the  counter-claim  tnust  exist  in  favor  of 
the  defendant,  and  have  belonged  to  him  at  the  comtneticement 
of  the  action,  yet  I  think  it  should  be  understood  in  that 
KCQse,  as  otherwise  it  would  be  in  effect  creating  aii  anomaly  in 
the  law,  which  should  not  b^  presumed  in  the  absence  of  posi- 
tire  U&guage  declaring  stt^sh  to  be  the  intention  of  the  Legis- 
iHtore.  (Van  Valeti  a.  Lttpham,  13  Haw.  Pt.^  240 ;  Lemto  a. 
Trull,  Ih.,  250 ;  Gage  a.  Angell,  8  /&.,  835.)  this  is  the  hile 
^plicable  to  set-offs  under  the  Revised  Statutes  (see  5  ed.,  vol. 
8, 685, 1 12,  subd.  4),  and  I  think  the  Cfode  (^ee  IdO)  should  be 
constnied  in  connection  with  that  provision.  (Pattison  a.  Rich- 
^  M  Btgth^  148.) 

Order  at  special  teim  affirmed)  with  $10  costs. 
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Supreme  Churty  Fifth  District ;  General  Term^  October^  1860. 

Will.— Undkb  LEnrLUENOB. 

Before  a  wiU,  the  exeontion  of  which  wm  oMalned  from  the  teetator  hf  the  pvty 
olalmlng  wider  it,  under  dicnmstancee  indicatliig  nndiie  inflnenoe,  oui  be  ad- 
mitted to  .probate,  it  most  wppota  affirmatively  that  it  waa  made  by  the  tes- 
tator when  he  had  intelligence  to  comprehend  its  proviidona,  and  independence 
to  adopt  or  reject  them. 

If  the  provieionf  of  a  will  executed  .by  an  (^d'and  feeble  man,  difEer  from  his  pre- 
Tiouily  ezpreiaed  intentiona,  and  diifer  in  &vor  of  those  who  stood-  in  confi- 
dential relations  with  him,  it  is  evidence  of  fraud  and  undue  influence,  which 
must  be  overcome  by  the  most  satUfiiotory  testimony  that  the  testator  unde^ 
stood  its  provisions,  and  acted  freely. 

Appeal  from  an  order  made  by  the  surrogate  of  the  conntj 
of  Onondaga,  admitting  to  probate  the  will  of  the  late  Samuel 
DilL 

The  facts  in  the  case  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Hdler  db  Barretty  and  David  PraU  and  Chartee  B.  Sedg- 
wickj  for  the  appellant. 

Mniay  M.  King^  John  P.  HvUhert^  and  Amaea  J.  Farler^ 
for  the  respondents. 

By  thb  Coubt.* — ^Moboan,  J.— Samuel  Dill,  the  testator,  waa 
ninety  years  of  age  when  he  died,  and  he  made  his  will  the 
same  year,  by  which  he  divided  the  bulk  of  his  property, 
amounting  to  some  forty  or  fifty  thousand  dollars,  between  his 
two  children,  Bobert  L.,  the  respondent,  and  Cornelia  A.,  the 
appellant  He  gave  Bobert  L.  the  largest  share,  and  made  him 
the  executor,  and  also  a  trustee  to  manage  the  share  devised  to 
Cornelia  A.  for  the  benefit  of  herself  and  children. 

*  Foment,  W.  F.  Aun,  P.  Jh  uid  Hobaav  and  Ifoun,  JJ. 
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He  was  a  man  of  intemperate  habits,  and  blind,  althoagh  he 
retained  hia  mental  facultiea  in  a  remarkable  degree  up  to  the 
time  of  hia  decease. 

For  a  few  years  previous  to  his  death,  he  intrusted  the  man- 
agement of  his  affairs  almost  entirely  to  his  son  Bobert  L.,  who 
lired  in  his  fiamilj,  and  obtained  his  confidence.  The  daughter, 
Cornelia  A.,  had  left  the  village  against  her  father's  wishes, 
and  had  gone  to  reside  with  her  husband  in  a  distant  village. 

There  is  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  testator  intended 
to  divide  his  estate  equally  between  his  son  and  daughter ;  and 
there  is  no  evidence,  except  what  is  furnished  by  the  will  itself, 
that  he  ever  changed  his  mind,  except  to  recompense  his  son 
iQ  taking  charge  of  him  and  his  property  after  he  himself  be- 
came unable  to  attend  to  his  own  a&irs. 

There  are  also  circumstances  to  create  a  suspicion  that  after 
Cornelia  A.  left  Camillus  and  went  to  Newark,  relatives  of 
Bobert  L.  Dill's  family  took  some  pains  to  create  a  state  of 
alienation  between  the  testator  and  daughter;  but  I  do  not 
think  there  was  sufficient  cause  to  enlist  his  indignation  against 
her,  or  that  the  old  gentleman  was  influenced  by  any  hostile 
feelings  towards  her  in  making  his  will.  He  still  declared  his 
intention,  so  far  as  he  has  spoken  in  the  evidence,  to  make  his 
son  and  daughter  equal  in  the  distribution  of  his  bounty. 

We  cannot  doubt,  upon  the  evidence,  but  that  the  testator 
was  capable  of  making  a  will,  when  the  will  in  question  was 
executed;  nor  do  we  understand  that  it  is  claimed  by  the  ap- 
pellant that  he  was  not  competent.  On  the  contrary,  she  attacks 
the  will  because  she  alleges  that  it  was  produced  and  executed 
hy  means  of  fraud  and  undue  influence. 

Upon  such  a  question,  it  is  a  matter  of  considerable  import- 
ance to  examine  the  condition  of  the  testator's  mind,  as  well 
as  the  means  used  to  procure  him  to  make  a  particular  disposi- 
tion of  his  estate. 

When  we  consider  that  the  testator  was  ninety  years  old,  that 
he  was  dependent  upon  his  son,  Bobert  L.,  to  manage  his  busi- 
ness, was  blind,  and  occasionally  excited  by  the  intemperate  use 
of  liquor,  we  cannot  regard  him  as  in  that  state  of  independence 
where  he  could  easily  withstand  the  importunities  of  those  who 
had  acquired  his  confidence,  to  obtain  his  signature  to  a  paper, 
which  in  his  earlier  days,  he  might  have  resisted  and  rejected. 
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Wd  ftre  not  informed)  what  we^  th^  provbkm  of  bis  prior 
wil)s«  It  wotild  hhve  been  a  tUtMfig  direnmstMoe  to  siSippaH  tbd 
will  in  question,  if  it  had  been  shown  that  the  main  featttree  of 
it  were  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  his  prior  wills.  So  far 
Bi  we  know  of  his  well^foimed  intentions^  he  designed  to  make 
his  6on  and  daughter  equal  in  the  division  6f  his  estate.  He 
had  a  right  to  change  those  intentions,  and  give  his  son  not 
only  the  gt^atest  bn£k  of  his  property,  but  to  make  him  tms^ 
te6,  to  i^dve  and  manage  what  he  intended  for  his  datighter 
and  her  children ;  but  he  was  blind,  and  could  not  read  the  pf  o- 
tisi6ni  of  Ae  will  in  question.  It  must  be  shown  in  some  way, 
therefore,  that  he  knew  the  contents  of  the  will,  and  waa  not 
imposed  upon.    {Jann.^  4T.) 

It  was  not  read  to  him  in  the  pfesenc^  of  the  witnesses,  nor 
did  he  ever  explain  its  provisions  to  any  of  his  fHendsi  bo  that 
We  can  see  that  he  knew  what  itd  particular  provisions  were. 

The  dmftsman,  who  wa6  rather  the  agent  of  the  son  to  pro- 
eui^  a  particular  will,  than  the  unprejudiced  adviser  of  the  old 
gentleman,  says  that  he  read  the  will  over  to  him  after  it  was 
engroteed ;  but  he  does  not  give  snch  a  history  of  the  transac- 
tion afei  to  satisfy  us  that  he  himself  understood  it,  mnch  less 
that  the  old  gentleman  tmdetstood  it.    It  is  said  that  it  was 
drawn  from  the  directions  given  by  the  old  gentleman ;  but  the 
evidence  shows  that  the  will  was  copied  from  a  draft  of  a  will, 
witii  slight  variations,  which  was  got  at  by  the^  aid  of  one  Henry 
Field,  a  short  time  previous.    Mr.  Field,  a  nephew  of  the  old 
gentleman,  was  employed  by  him  to  make  an  inventory  of  his 
property,  and  assisted  in  ^^  getting  out  the  figures  for  him  to  draw 
his  will."    Robert  L.  requested  Mr.  Field  to  help  in  the  figtires, 
and  thought  he  ought  to  be 'figured  $9,000  better  than  his  sis- 
ter Cornelia,  among  other  things,  to  cover  some  losses  in  a 
former  speculation,  in  which  he  alleged  his  sister  should  bear  a 
share ;  and  the  draft  made  on  this  occasion  was  handed  ovef  to 
M)r.  Fiily,  and  fh)m  this  draft  the  will  in  question  was  finally 
drawn,  with  slight  variations  only. 

It  is,  therefore,  proper  that  we  should  examine  into  the  tes- 
tator, and  the  circumstances  of  the  case  at  that  time.  Tbs 
books  were  in  Robert's  hatids;  Robert  gav6  Held  the  figure  or 
dates  to  make  the  figures,  and  the  whole  of  the  data  to  figure 
from ;  and  he  desired  Field  to  talk  with  his  father,  and  satieffr 
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him  that  he  ought  to  hare  $9,000  more  than  hid  eister.  Soind  of 
the  provisions  wefe  copied  from  an  old  will,  and  were  furnished 
by  Bobert  L.  Field,  who  was  there  about  two  weeks,  off  and  on, 
in  making  out  this  draft.  He  says  it  was  hard  work  for  the  old 
gentleman  to  understand  some  of  the  provisions.  He  did  not 
tmdetBtand  Bobert's  figured  readily,  and  finally,  when  be  got 
troubled,  referred  it  to  Field  and  Bobert,  and  enjoined  them  to 
fix  it  up  right  and  do  right. 

He  placed  confidence  in  them  to  make  it  out  right,  rather 
than  in  his  own  judgment.  Possibly  he  understood  fully  what 
the  will  contained ;  but  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  I 
think  the  burden  of  proof  is  cast  upon  the  respondent  to  show  it. 
There  may  be  good  reasons  which  tlie  old  gentleman  had  to  charge 
his  daughter  with  a  portion  of  the  loss  on  the  steam-mill  specu- 
lation; but  the  case  fails  to  show  a  clear  statement  of  thena.  The 
will  is  ingeniously  drawn  to  cover  future  advances  to  Bobeit 
L,  60  that  if  the  old  gentleman  had  lived  long  enough,  and  his 
hostility  to  his  son-in-law,  William  H.  Lee,  and  his  daughter, 
had  become  sufficiently  excited,  his  advances  to  his  son  might 
have  swallolved  up  the  entire  estate. 

Who  is  thfere  to  explain  why  this  provision  was  inserted  4 
The  old  gentleman  may  have  fully  understood  it,  but  the  case 
does  not  show  it  • 

Before  a  will  thus  obtained  can  be  admitted  to  probate,  it 
most  appear  affirmatively  that  it  was  made  by  the  testator, 
when  he  had  intelligence  to  comprehend  its  provisions,  and  the 
indepetidence  to  adopt  or  reject  them.  If  it  be  admitted  in  thi& 
esse  that  Mr.  Dill  had  both,  there  still  retnains  the  difficulty, 
viz.:  that  instead  of  canvassing  the  various  provisions  of  the 
will  in  his  own  mind,  until  he  understood  them, — ^instead  of  mas- 
tering the  figures  tirhich  perplexed  him,  he  yielded  to  those  who 
had  an  interest  in  misleading  him,  and  trusted  to  them  to  do 
right.  At  his  ase,  and  in  his  condition,  it  was  easier  to  trust 
them  than  go  through  the  mental  labor  of  ascertaining  the 
truth  of  the  matter  for  himself.  And  now  we  think  his  son, 
who  is  so  much  benefited  by  the  unequal  provisions  of  this 
will,  must  satisfy  the  court  and  a  jury  that  he  did  not  abuse  the 
confidence  which  the  old  gentleman  reposed  in  him ;  but  that 
be  fixed  it  right  in  accordance  with  the  known  wishes  and  in- 
tention  of  his  &ther. 
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In  Creelj  a.  Oatrander  (8  Bradf.^ .  107),  the  will  was  read 
oyer  to  the  deceased,  by  Mr.  Lawrence  (a  counsellor  of  this 
court,  who  was  employed  to  draw  it),  deliberately,  paragraph  by 
paragraph,  and  as  each  section  was  read,  he  was  ads:ed  if  he  un- 
derstood it,  and  if  it  was  correct.  .  There  was  not  a  trace  of  im- 
proper dealing  or  undue  influence ;  and  although  the  testator  was 
eighty-four  years  of  age,  and  enfeebled  by  disease,  the  surro- 
gate very  properly  pronounced  in  favor  of  the  will. 

In  Moore  a,  Moore  (2  Bradf.y  261),  the  surrogate  admitted 
the  will  to  probate,  although  the  testatrix  was  eighty-four  yean 
of  age  when  it  was  made.  There  was  some  evidence  of  a 
failure  of  mental  power,  but  it  was  affirmatively  shown  that 
the  testatrix  acted  with  intelligence,  and  fully  understood  the 
effects  of  what  she  was  doing,  and  that  the  provisions  of  her 
will  were  in  accordance  with  her  intentions  expressed  at  other 
periods. 

In  the  absence  of  evidence,  the  court  will  not  presume  that 
the  testator  has  been  imposed  upon  by  those  who  stand  in  con- 
fidential relations  to  the  decedent. 

But  if  the  provisions  of  a  will  executed  by  an  old  man  dif- 
fers from  his  previously  expressed  intentions,  and  if  it  is  made 
in  favor  of  those  who  stand  in  confidential  relations  with  the 
deceased,  there  is  evidence,  and  we  think  a  violent  presump- 
tion, of  fraud  and  undue  influence ;  and  that  it  must  be  over- 
come by  the  most  satisfactory  testimony,  that  the  testator  fullj 
understood  its  provisions,  and  acted  freely  and  voluntarily  in 
the  final  disposition  of  his  estate.  It  must  be  his  will,  and  not 
the  will  of  those  who  are  in  a  position  to  deceive  and  mislead 
him.  In  case  of  old  age,  when  blindness  has  prevented  the 
testator  from  reading  the  provisions  of  a  will  for  himself,  it 
should  be  made  to  appear  that  the  will  was  read  over  to  him 
carefully,  paragraph  by  paragraph,  and  that  he  not  only  com- 
prehended, but  assented  to  its  various  provisioilb.  (Mowiy  a. 
Silber,  2Bradf.,  133;  Crispell  a.  Dubois,  iBarb.y  393;  16  iJ., 
198 ;  30  Ih.,  134 ;  1  Jarm.,  40-47.) 

As  we  understand  this  case,  the  respondents  are  required  to 
remove  all  grounds  for  suspecting  that  the  will  was  procured 
by  improper  means,  and  unfair  practices.  While  we  think  the 
testator  was  competent  to  make  a  will,  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  will  in  question  was  procured,  are  such,  that  it  must 
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be  made  to  appear  that  the  decedent  was  fairlj  apprised  of  its 
provisions  and  its  effects,  and  fullj  understood  them,  before  it 
can  be  admitted  to  probate,  as  a  yalid  will.  There  is  reason  to 
fear  that  many  people  are  induced  to  .make  wills,  by  those  who 
are  in  a  position  to  deceive,  and  mislead  them,  which  do  great 
injustice  to  other  members  of  the  same  family,  and  which 
oaght  not  to  be  sanctioned  by  the  courts.  It  is  often  difficult, 
if  not  impossible,  to  trace  out  the  unfair  means  which  are  used 
to  procure  them. 

We  think  the  law,  if  faithfully  and  rigorously  maintained,  is 
sufficient  to  frustrate  the  fraud  in  a  majority  of  such  cases. 
That  requires  the  most  satisfactory  proof,  that  the  decedent,  who 
ie  old  and  infirm,  should  be  free  to  cho^  apon  whom  h^  wiU 
bestow  his  bounty.  To  exercise  this  freedom,  we  think  it  should 
always  be  shown  that  the  decedent  was  in  an  independent  posi- 
tion, and  entirely  removed  from  the  importunities  of  those  who 
are  named  as  his  principal  beneficiaries,  to  the  exclusion,  or 
partial  exclusion  of  others  who  have  an  equal  claim  upon  his 
bounty;  and  we  think  that  it  should  appear  that  the  dece- 
dent in  such  a  case,  was  fully  informed,  or  fully  understood 
what  he  was  about,  and  what  would  be  the  effect  of  the  various 
provisions  which  are  put  into  his  will.  It  should  not  be  pro- 
cured by  one  or  two  members  of  the  family,  while  the  other 
iDCTibers  were  beyond  the  paternal  roof,  and  entirely  ignorant 
of  what  was  being  done  in  their  absence. 

We  do  not  say  that  all  the  members  of  the  family  should  be 
sent  for  and  consulted;  but  we  do  say,  that  in  their  absence,  the 
decedent  should  have  the  benefit  and  advantage  of  some  coun- 
leUor  or  friend,  who  stands  in  no  doubtful  relation  to  the  family, 
and  with  whom  the  decedent  could  freely  express  his  wishes 
and  intentions,  and  upon  whom  he  could  rely  for  aid*and  assist- 
ance in  carrying  his  intentions  into  his  will.  We  speak  of  that 
class  of  wills,  where  certain  members  of  the  family  who  have 
the  opportunity,  succeed  in  obtaining  an  advantage  over  others, 
equally  worthy  to  share  in  the  division  of  the  estate.  Where 
all  are  fairly  and  equitably  comprehended  in  the  bounty  of  the 
testator,  there  is  no  occasion  for  imputing  fraud  or  xmdue  in- 
fluence to  any  one. 

ITiere  is  no  doubt  but  an  old  man  of  eighty,  ninety,  or  even 
one  hundred  years  of  age,  may  make  a  valid  will,  giving  all,  or 
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the  greatest  portion  of  litiB  large  estate  to  ond  membei^  of  the 
family.  If  he  iB  free  to  act.  as  he  pleases,  atid  fally  compre^ 
hends  what  he  is  doing,  his  will  must  stand.  (5  Johns.  CL, 
.158.)  But  the  courts  ought,  we  think,  to  be  careful  and  vigilant 
in  such  a  case,  to  require  the  most  undoubted  evidence  that  he 
acted  fi^ly,  and  that  he  fully  understood  himself. 

VHille  we  would  not  undertake  to  examine  too  critically  his 
Reasons  tot  sUch  an  act  of  favoritism,  we  ought  to  reqnii^ 
proof  that  he  did  what  he  did  because  he  was  free,  and  could 
do  as  he  pleased  with  his  property,  and  fiilly  comprehended  the 
effect  of  what  he  was  doing. 

The  result  is,  that  the  ordei^  of  the  surrogate  must  be  re- 
versed, and  an  issue  awarded  to  try  the  question  at  the  next 
Oircuit  Court,  the  costs  of  the  appellant  to  abide  the  event 
(2  £ev.  8taU,  66,  §  ST  La^^  of  1847,  ch.  280,  §  1.) 


BROOEB  a.  BTONE. 

Supreme  CouH^  Eighth  iHstrict;  Gehei^al  Termy  1860. 

OsMDVton^B  Acnotf.'^^OiiisDrroB  bt  A^rrAOHidSMT  wtthout 

JuDOiCEirr. 

A  creditor  by  attachment,  but  before  judgment,  cannot  ttudntain  a  creditor's 
action. o  The  provision  of  sectioh  219  of  the  Code,  allowing  att  injunction 
When  it  i«  made  to  appear  that  the  philntiff  is  entitled  to  the  relief,  and  scn^ 
part  of  the  relief  oontista  in  restraining  an  act  which,  during  the  litigattoQr 
would  injure  plaintiff,— does  not  authoriae  an  injunction  to  set  aside  a  fraada- 
lent  lien  upon  property  of  the  defeudant,  against  which  the  plaintiff  liss 
obtained  Hh  attachment. 

The  provision  of  the  same  leetioD,  thiKt  when  tfaedefendatiti  pending  the  actioo, 
does  an  act  in  violation  of  plaintiff^  rights,  zespecting  the  subject  of  the 
action,  he  may  be  restrained  by  injunction,— does  not  apply  to  such  a  case. 

The  property  att%;hed  cattnot  be  deemed  the  Subject  of  the  action. 

-   ■  ■'  ■  ■  *  -  ~ 

•  Ck)mpare,  however,  Thayer  s.  Willet.(9  AnU,  825).  Hall  a.  Stryker  (lb.,  842). 
And  see  Falconer  a.  Freeman  (4  Sonif,  Oh.,  666),  where  it  was  held  by  the  vice- 
chanceUor,  That  creditors  at  large  who  have  obtain^  k  warrant  of  attacfamest 
under  the  statute  relative  to  non-resident  debtors,  which  they  are  prevented^  by 
fraud,  fto.,  from  levying,  soquire  thereby  a  lien  as  valid  and  effectual  as  in  the 
case  of  an  execution  at  law ;  and  a  court  of  equity  wiU  enforce  it  in  the  same  way 
for  the  benefit  of  all  creditors,  Without  preference. 
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Appeal  firooi  an  order  vacating  an  ipjuneUon. 

Hie  plaintiff  in  tbii  action  had  obtained  an  injunction,  under 
section  21Q  of  the  Code,  restraining  a  Bale  of  the  real  property  of 
Ub  debtor,  one  of  the  defendants,  nnder  jodgment  and  execution 
in  fayor  of  another  defendant  The  grounds  o^  which  thd  in- 
juietion  was  obtained  were,  that  the  judgment  was  confessed 
without  con^deration,  and  in  fraud  of  the  rights  of  creditors, 
sud  that  the  p}aipti^  had  thereafter  commenced  an  action 
itgainst  the  debtor,  and  procured  an  attachment,  upon  which  he 
bad  attached  the  real  property  which  was  now  advertised  to  be 
sold  under  the  judgment  which  he  sought  to  impeach. 

At  special  teroii  the  injupction  was  dissolved)  and  the  plain- 
tiff appealed- 

A.  0.  Jiice^  for  the  i^ppellantB, 
Oary  db  WhUe^  for  the  respondents. 

Br  THs  OouBT.^ — ^Mabvin,  J. — ^The  rule,  prior  to  the  Oode,  was 
well  settied  that  a  creditor  could  not  restrain  the  debtor  from 
disposing  of  his  property  until  he  had  exhausted  his  remedy  at 
Iiw  by  judgment  and  exeontion.  It  was  expressly  held  that  an 
attaching  creditor,  under  the  absent-debtor  act,  could  not  move 
to  set  aside  a  judgment  alleged  to  have  been  fraudulently  con* 
feseed  until  trustees  were  appointed.  (Fort  a.  Fort,  9  Wend,^ 
442.)  In  Wintringham  a.  Wintringham  (20  JohM.y  S96),  the 
court  refused  to  set  aside  a  judgment  confessed,  or  to  stay  exe- 
cution, on  the  ground  of  fraud,  at  the  instance  of  a  creditor  at 
Urge,  whose  debt  had  not  been  legally  ascertained  by  judgment. 
In  Beubens  a.  Joel  (3  Kem.^  488)  it  was,  however,  supposed 
that  the  Code  has  so  modified  this  rule  as  to  embrace  this 
case  (§  219). 

An  injunction-order  may  be  made  when  it  shall  appear  by 
the  complaint  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitied  to  the  relief  de- 
manded, and  such  relief,  or  any  part  thereof,  consists  in  restrain- 
ing the  commission  or  continuance  of  some  act,  the  commission 
or  continuance  of  which^  during  the  litigation,  would  produce 

*  VtmrnX.  MAETm,  Pavo,  mi  asoTn,  JJ. 
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injury  to  the  plaintiff.    Is  the  case  embraced  by  this  clause  of 
the  statute  ?    In  other  words,  has  this  provision  of  the  statute 
changed  the  pre-existing  rule  touching  the  character  of  the 
evidence  to  be  produced  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  call  in  ques- 
tion the  acts  of  the  debtor  relating  to  his  property  t    I  think  it 
has  not.    The  complaint  does  not  show  that  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  the  relief  demanded,  as  it  does  not  show  that  he  is  a 
judgment-creditor,  and  until  he  shows  himself  a  judgment- 
creditor,  he  has  no  right  to  call  in  question  the  judgment  which 
(Jeorge  B.  Stone  has  against  Bichard  B.  Stone.    It  may  be  that 
he  will  not  be  able  to  recover  a  judgment,  or  if  he  does,  perhaps 
Richard  B.  Stone  will  pay  it    In  either  case,  this  action  will  be 
useless, — unnecessary,   llie  law  has  clearly  settled  the  question, 
under  what  circumstances  a  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  relief 
demanded  in  this  case,  and  it  is  when  he  comes  as  a  judgment- 
creditor,  his  remedy  at  law  having  been  exhausted.    I  think 
Beubens  a.  Joel  is,  in  principle,  in  point    The  circumstances 
are  not  precisely  the  same.    But  in  tiiat  case,  the  plaintiff  was, 
as  alleged,  a  creditor  at  large,  and  complained  of  an  assignment 
by  his  debtors  to  defraud  creditors,  and  sought  to  set  it  aside, 
llie  act  complained  of  was  past,  though  it  is  also  alleged  in  the 
ccmiplaint,  that  a  portion  of  the  property  assigned  was  about  to 
be  disposed  of  and  sold,  and  an  injunction  was  demanded  as  a 
part  of  the  relief,  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  selling  or  disr 
posing  of  the  assigned  property.    Upon  a  demurrer  to  the 
complaint,  judgment  was  for  the  defendant,  and  affirmed  in 
the  Court  of  Appeals. 


BETES  a.  BIRDSALL. 
Nea>  York  Superior  Cbttrt;  Speoial  Tenn^  September^  I860. 

FOSBOLOSUBB. — ^Wbtt  OV  AsSlSTAnOB.  • 

upon  a  lale  in  forecloBure,  the  court  gives  poeeesrion  to  the  pnrcliMer  as  against 
aU  persons  who  are  parties  to  the  suit,  or  who  came  into  possession  under 
either  of  them  pending  the  suit,  but  does  not  undertake  to  remoTe  peitoBS 
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vko  go  into  powewlon  alter  the.  prndiMer  hM  reoeiTed  his  deed,  and  ooiiTeyed 
the  piemiiM  to  another. 
One  who  enters  over  fifteen  months  after  the  sale,  is  not  to  be  deemed  as  having 
entered  pending  the  snit,  and  cannot  be  remoTod  by  a  writ  of  assistanoe,  though 
he  entered  nnder  a  party  to  the  suit* 


*  The  purchaser  Is  not  entitled  to  a  writ  of  assistanoe  against  a  person  who, 
ptnfing  the  suit,  came  into  possession  nnder  one  who  was  .in  possesion  at  the 
eonmeaoement  of  the  suit,  neither  penon  having  been  made  a  party.  (CAowery, 
16S9,  Van  Hook  «.  Throckmorton,  S^Fmge,  83.) 

The  power  of  the  court  to  give  possession  to  the  purchaser  only  extends  to 
then  psiaoos  wlio  are  parties  to  the  snit,  or  persons  who  have  come  Into  posses- 
son  under,  or  with  assent  of  those  who  are  parties,  subsequent  to  the  oommenoe- 
ment  of  the  suit  (Cftoiwery,  1848,  Boynton  a.  Jackway,  10  Paige,  807  ;  8.  C,  2 
y.  r.l^.  (%•.,  248.) 

Thsie  is  no  settled  practice  in  the  Court  of  dumoery  entitling  a  subsequent 
pawJiasoi  from  the  purohaser  at  a  master's  sale,  as  a  matter  of  right,  to  a  writ  of 
■atfitance.  And  assistance  should  be  denied,  in  such  case,  where  there  is  a  strong 
probability  of  injustice  to  the  person  in  possession.  {Chmeery,  1889,  Van  Hook 
a  Thiockmorton,  8  Pe^  88.) 

The  pnrohaser's  grantee  who  has  exhibited,  in  addition  to  the  sheriiTs  deed 
iod  the  order,  the  purchaser's  deed  to  him,  duly  acknowledged  and  recorded,  hat 
the  nme  right  to  a  writ  of  assistanoe  that  the  purchaser  has,  unless  it  should 
appear  that  granting  the  writ  would  do  Injustice  t<9the  party  in  poasession. 
pPUge,  86.]  {a^frmm  a,  4>.  r.,  1858,  N.  T.  Life  Ins.  Oo.  a.  Band,  8  Bbw« 
iV.,86;  affirmd,  Om.  T^  18S8,  8  J&.»  862;  approved  In  The  Same  a.  Cntler,9 
A,  407.) 

After  foreclosure  and  sale  of  mortgaged  premises,  a  tenant  in  possession,  who 
«M  made  a  party  to  the  foreclosure.  Is  bound  to  attorn  to  the  purchaser  at  the 
nie,  netwithstandittg  tliat  he  holds  under  an  unexpired  lease  executed  by  the 
BMTtgKgora  prior  to  the  mortgage,  and  if  he  refuses,  may  be  removed  by  writ  of 
nristsnce.  It  is  not  material  that  the  original  lessee,  from  whom  the  lease  came 
bf  ssrignment  to  the  tenant  in  possession,  was  not  made  a  party  to  the  foreclosure. 
(ftyuBi  a.,  i9|».  r.,  1868,  Lovett  e.  Oerman  Beformed  Church,  9  Bow,  Pr., 

».) 

The  power  of  the  court  to  enforce  delivery  by  a  writ  of  assistance,  is  luper- 
Mded  by  an  agreement  between  the  purchaser  and  the  party  in  possession  to  re* 
convey  oo  terms.    {Okmetrf,  1844,  Toll «.  Hlller,  11  Fmfftj  228.) 

An  equitable  claim  upon  the  premises,  set  up  by  Judgment-creditors  ot  the 
psrty  in  possession,  who  do  not  show  any  claim  to  the  possession  as  against  the 
pordiaser,  cannot  be  considered  on  motion  for  a  writ  of  assistance,  nor  is  it  a 
groaod  for  setttng  aside  the  writ  {St^frms  Ot,y  Sp,  T.,  1868,  N.  T.  life  Ins.  k 
ThMtCa  e.  Band,  SBm,  Ft.,  86  ;  affirmed,  Om.  T.,  1868,  8i&.,  862.) 

Where  the  Judgment  or  decree  contains  an  order  that  the  party,  or  a  purchaser, 
be  let  into  possession, — a  ^.,  as  In  the  usual  Judgment  In  foreclosure, — a  motion 
for  a  writ  of  assistance  may  be  made  egparU,  A  defendant  in  possession  must  be 
presamed  oognlamt  of  the  Judgment ;  all  that  he  can  fMher  require,  is  evidence 
of  the  title  of  the  party  claiming.  If  the  sheriflTs  deed  and  the  order  confirming 
the  isle  is  exhibited,  and  demand  of  possession  nude,  it  is  sufficient ;  and  if  ho 
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Motion  for  a  writ  of  assiBtaiioe  to  aid  in  oBfttiiig  the  defend- 
ants, or  tenants  under  them,  from  certain  premises  to  which 
the  petitioner  claimed  the  right  o^  possession  wd^  a  judicial 
sale. 

John  O.  Vasey  for  the  motion* 
IfeUan  Smith,  q)po06d. 

BoswoBiTH,  J. — ^In  this  and  another  action  against  the  ai^me 
defendants,  deoree  of  foroelosnre  and  sale  waa  made  as  early  as 
the  ISth  of  October,  1858.  The  premises  were  sold  nnder  the 
decree  on  the  6th  of  June,  1859,  and  Joseph  H.  Oray  became 
the  purchaser,  and  reoeived  the  referee's  de^d  the  same  day. 
He  now  petitions  for  a  writ  of  assistance  to  remove  Birdsall  and 
one  Miller,  on  the  allegation  that  they  are  in  possession,  and 
refused  to  give  up  after  demand  made,  and  exhibition  of  the 
deed.  Miller  makes  aflSdavit  that  John  B.  Gray  conveyed  the 
premises  to  John  Gt.  Yose  by  deed,  dated  January  21,  I860, 
That  Miller  was  not  a  party  to  either  suit,  and  entered  into  pos- 
session about  the  lat  of  May,  1860,  and  not  before.  Tb^tt  he 
hired  the  premises  of  said  0.<  A.  Birdsall  for  one  year,  believe 
ing  her  to  be  the  owner,  and  has  paid  all  of  the  agreed  rent 
except  $50,  which  is  payable  the  1st  of  May  next. 

I  think  the  court  has  no  power  to  grant  euoh  a  writ  to  remove 
Miller.  The  usual  form  of  a  decree  is,  that  any  of  the  parties 
in  this  cause  who  may  be  in  possession  of  said  premises,  or  any 
part  thereof,  and  any  persons  who,  since  th^  Qompiencement  of 
this  suit,  have  come  into  possession  under  them,  or  either  of 
them,  deliver  the  possession  thereof  to  the  purchaser  or  pur- 
chasers, &c.  (3  Boffm.  Ch.y  4.)  The  court  gives  possession  to 
tho  piu'chaser,  as  against  all  persons  who  are  parties  to  th^  ^uit, 

does  not  oonply,  he  Is  Qot  entitled  to  notloe  of  laotloo  lipf  the  vrii.  A  (Ap- 
proved in  The  Same  «.  Ca^ef,  9  i&„  407.) 

12  i^oHf,  that  a  writ  of  aHistaooe  is  ia  the  natoce  of  m  exeoatioa  vpo&tbo 
Judgment,  and  under  the  Ckxla.  may  issue  without  an  ord^r.    i6. 

As  to  the  former  prpqt|oe»  whicl^  was  more  drcuitpusb  see  I>iek.|  617  \  1 3io^ 
876 ;  &  C,  1  Ck>x,  101.  Kershaw  a.  Thompson  (4  /ota.  CA.,  609) ;  Ludlow  a.  Uar 
sing  {Bopk.,  231) ;  1896,  Valentine  a*  TeUer  (Ib,^  422) }  Devftucens  a,  Demiane 
(1  Sim,,  272). 
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or  who  came  iato  possesion  under  either  of  them  white  th^ 
SDit  is  pending.  It  does  not  undertake  to  remove  persons  who 
go  into  possession  after  the  purchaser  has  received  his  deied 
and  conveyed  the  premises  to  another.  Miller  also  makes 
affidavit  that  he  has  been  informed  by  said  Yose,  that  after 
mi  d«ed  to  him,  he  had  sent  a  man  and  took  possession  of  said 
premises. 

The  object  of  the  writ,  and  the  consideration  on  which  it  is 
granted,  is  that  when  the  court  makes  a  sale,  and  transfers  the 
title,  it  will  take  the  possession  from  a  party  whose  rights  have 
been  determined  by  the  snit  in  which  the  sale  was  ordered.  A 
person  found  in  possession  when  the  purchaser  obtains  his 
deed,  and  who  went  into  possession  under  some  one  of  the 
parties  while  the  suit  was  pending,  is  treated  in  this  respect  as 
if  a  party. 

Although  Miller  entered  under  0.  A.  Birdsall,  yet,  as  he  en- 
tered over  fifteen  months  after  the  sale,  he  cannot  be  regarded 
as  having  entered  pending  the  suit.  K  he  may  be  removed  for 
the  benefit  of  the  present  owner,  I  do  not  see  why  aliy  person 
who  enters  ten  or  fifteen  years  hence  under  jany  person  who 
was  a  party  to  the  «nit,  may  not  be  removed  by  a  writ  of  assist- 
ance for  the  benefit  of  some  future  grantee  of  the  premises. 
(Frelinghnyson  a.  Golden,  4  Oraige^  204 ;  4  Johns.  Oh.^  609 ; 
151?p.,231.) 

Hie  motion  must  be  denied  as  to  Miller,  but  as  he  shows  no 
Tight  to  be  in  possession,  without  costs. 


BAKNE8  a.  WILLETT. 
Sapreme  Oouri^  Firit  DiHrict ;  Special  Term^  August^  1860- 
LiABiuTT  ot  SemetF^.-^EscAPB  OF  Insolvent  Debtob. 

TWpnnrUiQQ  of  2  Betlsed  Stetotes,  487,  §  68,  giring.  ttn  aoil<m  of  debt  agadiui 
the  aberiff  for  «q  eaoipe  from  final  process,  is  still  in  sabstance  in  force,  and  the 
^Miiff  may  be  held  liable  in  a  similar  action  under  the  Code,  for  the  Judgment 
for  which  the  piiMfier  was  oomndtted. 
Vol  XI— 16 
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In  an  action  founded  on  the  statute^  as  distingniihed  from  a  mere  action  for  dama- 
ges, the  sheriff  cannot  interpose  as  a  defence  the  insolvency  or  porerty  of  the 
prisoner.* 

Demurrer  to  answer. 

This  was  an  action  brought  against  the  defendant,  acT sheriff 
of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  to  recover  the  amount  of 
a  debt  owed  to  the  plaintiffs  by  one  Jacob  Cohen,  who  escaped 
from  the  custody  of  the  sheriff.  The  defendant  put  in  an  an- 
swer, averring  that  the  escaped  debtor  had  been  in  some  re- 
spects wronged  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  he  was  insolvent, 
and  could  not  have  paid  the  debt,  even  had  he  been  detained 
longer. 

The  plaintifls  demurred  to  so  much  of  the  answer  as  set  up 
such  a  defence. 

A,  MatheiMj  for  plaintiffs. 

A.  J.  Vanderpodj  for  defendant 

Sutherland,  J.— The  statute  (2  Hev.  8tat.y  487,  §  63)  gave  an 
action  of  debt  against  the  sheriff  for  an  escape  from  final  pro- 
cess, and  declares,  that  in  such  action  the  sheriff  shall  be  an- 
swerable for  the  debt,  damages,  or  sum  of  money  for  which  the 
prisoner  was  committed. 

The  statute  did  not  take  away  the  conmion-law  remedy  for 
the  escape,  by  action  on  the  case. 

Before  the  Oode,  if  the  action  for  the  escape  was  debt,  the 
plaintiff  was  limited  in  his  recovery,  by  the  express  words  of  the 
statute,  to  the  amount  of  the  original  judgment. 

The  statute  fixed  the  extent  of  the  sheriff's  liability  at  the 
amount  of  the  debt,  &c.,  for  which  the  prisoner  was  committed. 
If  the  action  \was  for  debt,  the  sheriff  could  not,  as  a  defence, 
or  in  mitigation  of  damages,  give  evidence  of  the  insolvency 
or  poverty  of  the  prisoner,  or  of  any  other  circumstance,  to  show 
that  the  plaintiff  had  lost  nothing  by  the  escape. 

If  the  action  was  an  action  on  the  case,  the  plaintiff  recovered 
the  damages  sustained  by  him,  which  might  be  more  or  lees 

*  Compare  Hetoalf  a.  Stryker,  10  AMt^  12,  and  caiefl  dted. 
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than  the  judgment,  and  in  such  action  the  sheriff  might  give 
in  evidence,  circumstancee  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  had  lost 
nothing,  or  in  mitigation  of  damages.  (Rawson  a.  Dole,  2  Johns.  ^ 
454 ;  Thomas  a.  Weed,  14  /i.,  255 ;  Littlefield  a.  Brown,  1 
Wmd.,  398.) 

The  Code  (§  69)  has  abolished  the  form  of  the  action  of  debt, 
bat  it  has  not  abolished  or  repealed  the  provision  of  the  statute 
before  referred  to,  giving  to  the  party  at  whose  suit  the  prisoner 
▼as  committed,  a  right  to  recover,  for  his  escape  from  final  pro- 
eeee,  irrespective  of  the  question  of  the  actual  loss  or  damage, 
the  amount  of  the  original  judgment* or  recovery  precisely,  as  a 
penalty  for  the  carelessness  or  misconduct  of  the  sherifT.  {Codej 
^  468, 471 ;  Hutchinson  a.  Brand,  5  Seld.,  209.)    The  Code  has 
not  abolished,  and  could  not  very  well  have  abolished,  the  dis- 
tinction between  mesne  and  final  process.    These  terms  have 
been  dropped  by  the  Code,  but  the  distinction,  in  fact,  remains. 
In  this  case,  the  plaintiffs  by  their  complaint,  after  alleging 
the  recovery  of  their  judgment  for  $6,089.61,  the  amount  of 
their  debt  and  costs,  introduced  facts  to  show  their  right  to 
isene  an  execution  against  the  person  of  Jacob  Cohen,  one  of  the 
judgment-debtors,  the  issuing  of  such  execution,  his  arrest,  his 
detention,  and  subsequent  escape,  and  alleged  that  thereupon  the 
judgment  remaining  wholly  unpaid,  the  defendant  in  this  action, 
sheriff,  <bc.,  became  indebted  to  them  in  the  said  sum  of  $6,089.61 , 
the  amount  of  said  judgment,  and  claim  to  recover  that  sum  with 
costs. 

Although  the  Code  does  not  call  this  an  action  of  debt,  and 
perhaps  we  are  not  permitted  to  call  it  by  that  name,  yet  it  is 
plain  that  the  plaintiffs  rest  their  right  to  recover  the  precise 
UQOQnt  of  their  judgment,  with  the  costs  of  this  action,  upon 
^e  Btatute ;  and  that  we  should  look  upon  the  action  as  an  ac- 
tion under  the  statute,  for  their  debt,  the  judgment,  and  not  as 
^  action  at  common  law  to  recover  damages. 

The  abolition  by  the  Code  of  the  form  of  the  action' of  debt, 
certaiuly  not  taken  away  the  plaintiffs'  right  to  recover  for 
the  escape  under  the  statute ;  and  if  they  have  this  right,  how 
can  they  state  their  cause  of  action  under  the  Code,  otherwise 
than  by  stating  the  facts  which  show  their  right  to  recover  under 
the  statute,  and  by  claiming  to  recover  precisely  what  the  statute 
authorizes  them  to  recover? 
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I  think  it  plain  that  this  action  shonld  be  looked  npon  as  an 
action  of  debt  under  the  statute ;  and  that  the  defendant,  not- 
withstanding the  abolition  of  the  fonna  of  action  by  the  Code, 
had  not  a  right  to  set  up  aa  a  defence  thereto  the  matters  set  up 
in  the  8th,  9th,  and  part  of  the  10th  folios  of  his  answer  as  a 
second  defence. 

It  is  plain  too,  I  think,  that  the  matters  set  up  bj  the  de- 
fendant in  his  answer,  as  a  third  defence,  ccMistitute  no  defence. 

How  can  the  sheriff,  in  an  action  for  an  escape,  protect  him- 
self from  the  consequences  of  his  own  wrongful  act  or  neglect, 
by  setting  up  the  wrongs  which  the  escaped  prisoner  may  have 
suffered  at  the  hands  of  his  judgment-creditors  t  (Ames  a. 
Webbers,  8  WencL^  645 ;  Bacon  a.  Cropsey,  3  Sdd.j  195.)  Even 
Cohen,  the  defendant  in  the  original  suit^  could  not  have  availed 
himself  of  the  fact  that  another  action  was  pending  in  Georgia 
fbr  the  same  cause  of  action,  by  pleading  it  in  bar.  (Walsh  a. 
Durkin,  12  c^An^.,  99 ;  Bowne  a.  Joj,  9  /&.,  221.)  Moreover, 
it  would  appear  that  Cohen  was  surrendered  by  hia  bail  in 
Georgia,  after  his  escape  from  the  defendant,  and  after  this  ac- 
tion was  commenced. 

The  plaintiffs'  demurrers  to  the  matters  stated  in  the  answer, 
by  way  of  second  and  third  defence,  must  be  sni^ined,  and 
those  parts  of  the  answer  must  be  overruled,  with  costs. 


OLAKKE  a.  CLAKEE. 
Shbpreme  Ccwi^  MrH  District;  Special  Term^ September^  1860. 

DrVOBOE.— FbAUDULENT  HEPBESENTATIOlfS. 

The  htubftnd  had  before  marriage  to  his  preaent  wife,  who  now  sought  a  dlTOroe, 
represented  to  her  that  his  former  wife  was  deosased,  whereas,  in  tmlh,  she  wai 
living,  he  having  been  divorced  from  her. 

J7e2cl;— That  these  lepresentations,  even  if  fraudulent,  and  though  the  plain- 
tiff would  not  have  married  him  if  she  had  known  the  truth,  were  not  gronnd 
for  granting  her  a  divorce. 

Motion  for  decree  of  divorce. 
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The  complaint  alleged  that  the  defendant,  in  commencing 
Ua  addresses  to  the  plaintifiT,  stated  to  her  that  his  former 
wife  was  dead.  After  setting  forth  the  engagement  and  mar- 
riage of  the  parties,  it  alleged  as  follows : 

That  during  all  the  time  of  the  visits  of  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff,  while  paying  his  addresses  to  her,  the  defendant  rep- 
resented to  the  plaintiff  that  his  said  wife  was  dead,  and  had 
^  ftl  the  time  hereinbefore  stated,  which  representations 
were  folly  believed  by  the  plaintiff. 

Hat  the  plaintiff  had  once  refused  to  marry  a  divorced  hus- 
band, and  bad  great  repugnance  to  marrying  such  a  man,  and 
never  would  have  consented  to  marry  such  a  man. 

That  her  friends  and  acquaintances  knew  that  she  entertained 
such  eeutiments ;  and  on  information  and  belief,  the  plaintiff 
states  Uiat  the  defendant,  at  the  time  he  made  snch  representa- 
tioDfl  to  the  plaintiff,  well  knew  what  her  views  were  on  tha^ 
sobjeet,  and  that  she  would  not  have  consented  to  marry  him, 
if  she  had  known  that  his  said  wife  was  living,  instead  of  having 
^ied,  as  he  represented  ;  and  that  said  defendant  was  told  by  a 
relative  of  his  own,  that  he  ought  to  inform  the  plaintiff  that 
U  said  wife  was  living ;  to  which  he  replied,  that  he  would  not 
io  ialbnn  the  plaintiff,  for  if  he  did,  the  plaintiff  would  not  con- 
«at  to  manry  him. 

That  after  said  marriage  the  plaintiff,  for  the  first  time,  heard 
that  the  defendant's  said  representations  were  not  true,  and  that 
Ilia  said  wife  was  not  dead ;  that  she  had  informed  the  defendant 
^bat  she  had  heard,  and  he  admitted  it  was  true  that  his  said 
^e  was  then  living  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  stated  that 
be  was  divoreed  from  her ;  and  on  the  next  day  he  showed  the 
plaintiff  a  paper  which  stated  the  fact,  and  the  plaintiff  has  this 
wghth  day  of  June,  1860,  learned  from  a  copy  of  the  decree  of 
^  Sopretne  Court,  for  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  that 
lud  defendant  was  divorced  from  his  said  wife,  Anna  A.  Clarke, 
y«i  the  fourteenth  day  of  Jnne,  1859,  and  the  plaintiff  states,  on 
infonnatian  uid  belief,  thai  the  said  Anna  A.  Clarke  has  lived 
JQ  a  house  of  ill  fame  in  the  city  of  New  York,  from  the  time 
ufWaeparation  f^om  the  defendant. 

That  the  said  consent  of  the  plaintiff  to  marry  the  defendant 
^tt  obt^ned  by  him  from  her  by  fraud  and  deceit,  in  falsely 
^pi^nting  that  his  said  wife  was  dead  at  and  before  the  time 
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of  obtaining  such  consent  in  the  manner  hereinbefore  stated, 
with  the  design  on  the  part  of  said  defendant  of  obtaining  such 
'consent  from  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  plaintiff  never  would 
have  consented  to  marry  or  have  married  the  defendant,  had 
he  not  made  siich  false  representations,  and  had  she  not  fully 
believed  the  same  to  be  true. 

That  when  the  plaintiff  learned  the  fact  that  the  defendant 
was  a  divorced  husband,  instead  of  being  a  widower  at  the  time 
of  her  marriage  with  the  defendant,  and  consenting  to  many 
him,  as  herein  before  stated,  she  informed  the  defendant  that 
she  never  could  live  with  him  happily  or  peaceably,  and  they 
must  separate. 

And  the  plaintiff  has  since  separated  herself  from  the  de- 
fendant, and  she  now  resides  with  her  friends. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment  that  said  marriage 
be  annulled. 

Mr.  CozzenSy  for  the  plaintiff. 
2>.  McAdam^  for  the  defendant. 

Sutherland,  J. — Conceding  that  the  representations  of  the 
defendant,  as  to  the  death  of  his  first  wife,  were  fraudulently 
made,  and  that  the  plaintiff  would  not  have  married  him  had 
she  known  or  supposed  that  his  first  wife  was  living,  yet  it  is 
clear  to  me  that  such  fraud  or  deception  does  not  funush  suffi- 
cient ground  for  dissolving  the  marriage  contract  between  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant,  and  for  declaring  it  to  have  been  void 
from  the  beginning.  It  was  not  a  fraud  in  or  as  to  a  material 
matter  or  thing,  within  the  ordinary  or  legitimate  purposes  of 
marriage,  and  the  supposed  intention  or  purposes  of  parties  in 
contracting  marriage.  The  plaintiff  had  a  fancy  that  she  would 
never  marry  a  man  who  had  been  divorced  from  his  wife.  She 
had  a  right  to  indulge  this  fancy,  but  it  does  not  follow  because 
she  was  deceived  and  induced  unknowingly  to  marry  a  divorced 
man,  that  she  should  be  indulged  in  such  fancy  ^afterwards  to 
the  extent  of  having  her  marriage  judicially  declared  void.  I 
find  neither  precedent  nor  principle  for  declaring  a  marriage 
void  for  fraud  as  to  or  in  such  a  matter  or  thing.  Motion  for 
divorce  denied. 
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Supreme  Courts  First  District;  Special  Terrn^  No^ownber^  1860. 

DivoBOS. — ^Pleading. 

A  oompklnt  in  an  action  for  separation  from  bed  and  board,  which  does  not  spe- 
off  particolarly  the  natare  and  cireamstanoes  of  the  complaint  relied  on,  and 
Kt  fiocth  times  and  places  with  reaaonable  certainty,  is  bad  on  demarrer. 

A  decroe  declaring  a  marriage  contract  void,  cannot  be  granted  on  a  complaint 
whicivdemandB  no  other  relief  than  a  reparation  fro^  bed  and  boardi  unless  the 
defeadant  has  answered. 

Demurrer  to  complaint. 

The  action  was  by  a  husband  against  his  wife  for  a  limited 

diTorce. 

Brawnj  HaXL^  dh  Vanderpodj  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 
Damd  DvdLey  Fidd^  for  the  plaintiff. 

N 

Sutherland,  J. — ^The  plaintiff,  by  the  complaint,  demands 
judgment  of  separation  from  bed  and  board  forever.  There  is, 
in  the  complaint,  no  demands  for  relief  generally,  or  for  any 
other  relief  than  judgment  of  separation  from  bed  and  board. 

It  is  almost  too  plain  for  discussion,  that  the  plaintiff,  on  the 
facts  stated  in  the  complaint,  is  not  entitled  to  the  judgment  of 
reparation  from  bed  and  board.  He  asks  for  such  judgment  on 
the  ground  that  the  conduct  of  the  defendant,  since  his  marriage 
with  her,  has  been  such  as  to  render  it  unsafe  and  improper  for 
him  longer  to  cohabit  with  her.  I  said,  in  case  of  Auld  a.  Auldj 
decided  by  me  at  special  term,  September,  1859,  that  to  author- 
ize a  decree  of  separation  for  cruel  and  inhuiaan  treatment, 
"the  proofs  should  show  either  actual  bodily  violence,  or  such 
condact,  acts,  or  threats,  on  the  part  of  the  husband,  as  might 
fender  it  unsafe  for  the  wife  to  continue  to  cohabit  with  him ; 
and  that  the  word  unsafe^  as  used  in  the  statute  (3  Rev.  8t(U.y 
5  ed.,  237,  238,  §  64),  has  reference  to  bodily,  personal  injury 
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or  violence,  and  phjBical  health,  as  diBtinguished  from  mere 
mental  suffering  or  wounded  Beneibilities ;"  citing  as  authorities 
for  the  proposition,  Bishop  on  Mar.  and  Div.  (§  254, 459) ;  Whis- 
pell  a.  Whispell  (4  Barb.,  217);  Masco  a.  Mason  (1  Edw.,  378). 

The  proofs  to  establish  the  bodily  violence  or  apprehended 
da^oger,  should  at  least  be  as  strong  when  the  husband  is  the 
complainant  as  when  the  wife  is  the  complainant 

Section  65  of  the  statute  (3  Rev.  Stat.,  238)  says,  that  the 
complaint  in  such  case  shall  specify  particularly  ''  the  nature 
and  circumstances  of  the  complaint"  relied  on,  and  ^'  shall  set 
forth  times  and  places  with  reasQuable  certainty." 

The  only  allegations  in  the  complaint  in  this  caae,  at  all 
pertinent  to  the  relief,  and  the  only  relief  asked  for,  to  wit,  a 
judgment  of  separation,  are  the  11th  and  16th. 

The  first  is  a  mere  general  allegation  of  improper  conduct 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  in  the  use  of  coarse  and  opprobri- 
ous epithets  towards  the  plaintiff  (without  specifying  them); 
in  accusing  him  of  crime  and  of  impro]>9r  iptimacy  with  Qther 
women ;  and  in  giving  way  to  fits  of  rage  and  violent  langosge, 
ordering  the  plaintiff's  friends  to  leave  the  house. 

The  16th  is  a  mere  general  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  is 
constantly  in  danger  from  defendant  and  her  son,  Charles ;  that 
"  they  are  striving  to  deprive  him  of  his  property,  and  to  do 
him  bodily  harm ;"  without  alleging  any  facts  or  circumstances 
to  show  that  the  plaintiff  had  reasonable  grounds  to  apprehend 
bodily  harm  from  the  defendant,  or  the  defendant  and  her  son, 
or  that  it  would  be  unsafe  and  improper  for  him  longer  to 
cohabit  with  her. 

The  statute  requires  these  facts  and  circumstances  to  be 
stated  in  the  complaint,  with  reasonable  certainty  as  to  times 
and  places. 

It  is,  therefore,,  no.  answer  to  the  demurrer  to  say,  that  the 
Code  has  provided  a  mode  for  making  the  copij^aint  more 
definite  and  certain.  It  is  matter  of  special  statutory  regnla- 
tion ;  and  ther^ore  I  do  not  think  that  the  gener^  provision  of 
the  Code  affects  the  question.  See  remarks  of  Judge  Parker  ia 
Whispell  a.  VhispeU  (4  J?ar6,,  217). 

It  is  plain,  then,  I  think,  that  the  complaint  does  not  contain 
facts  suflScient,  if  proved,  to  authorize  the  judgment  of  separa- 
tion asked  for. 
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But  it  is  insisted  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  that,  conceding 
the  complaint  does  not  contain  facts  sufficient  to  authorize  the 
judgment  of  separation  asked  for,  yet  that  it  does  state  facts 
to  authorize  a  decree  of  the  nuUitj  of  the  marriage  contract, 
md  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  such  decree  in  this  action. 

The  complaint  alleges  that  at  the  time  of  the  plaintiff's  mar* 
riage  to  the  defendant,  she  represented  to  him  that  she  was  a 
iridow ;  that  she  had  been  married  twice ;  that  her  husbands 
▼ere  both  dead.  The  complaint  then  alleges  that  the  plaintiff, 
after  his  marriage  to  defendant,  was  informed  and  believes  that 
6Qch  representations  were  untrue,  and  made  to  deceive  and  in* 
Teigle  the  plaintiff  into  a  marriage  with  her;  that  she  was 
married  three  times  before  plaintiff's  marriage  with  her :  first, 
to  one  Jefferds ;  secondly,  to  one  Hamilton  Momson ;  lastly, 
to  one  Russell ;  ^nd  that  at  the  time  oi*  plaintiff's  marriage  with 
her,  her  second  husband,  Hamilton  Morrison,  was  and  is  still 
liring  in  the  State  of  Ohio. 

Afisunmig  that  these  allegations,  if  proved,  would  have  au- 
Aorii^  a  decree  declaring  the  marriage  contract  with  the 
plaintiff  void,  had  the  complaint  askcKi  for  such  decree,  or  even 
for  general  or  other  relief,  either  upon  the  ground  of  fraud,  or 
upon  the  ground  that  she  bad  a  husband  living  at  the  time  of 
her  marriage  to  the  plaintiff;*  yet,  as  the  complaint  asks  for  a 
judgment  of  separation  only,  without  a  prayer  even  for  other 
relief  generally,  the  question  is,  whether  the  fact  that  the  com- 
plaint contains  these  last  allegations,  is  an  answer  to  the  de- 
fendant's demurrer,  that  the  complaint  does  not  contain  facts 
snfficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

I  think  not.    The  defendant  has  not  answered,  but  demurred. 

Section  275  of  the  Code  says :  ^  The  relief  granted  to  the  plain- 
tiff, if  there  he  no  a/newer^  cannot  exceed  that  which  he  shall  have 
demanded  in  his  complaint ;  but,  in  any  other  caeey  the  court 
maj  grant  him  any  relief  consistent  with  the  case  made  by  the 
complainant,  and  embraced  within  the  issue." 

Sappose  I  should  give  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  this 
demurrer,  with  leave  for  the  defendant  to  answer  in  twenty 
days,  and  the  defendant  should  not^  avail  herself  of  the  permis- 
sion to  answer,  and  should  never  put  in  an  answer,  this  section 

•  Compare  Clarke  a.  Clarke,  AnU^  228. 
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of  the  Code  would  appear  to  prohibit  the  plaintiff  from  having 
a  decree  of  nallitj  on  this  complaint,  because  the  relief  asked 
for  by  it  is  limited  to  a  judgment  of  separation;  and  I  have 
shown  that  he  would  not  be  entitled  to  a  judgment  of  separa- 
tion, because  the  facts  stated  in  the  complaint  are  not  sufficient 
to  authorize  such  judgment. 

It  would  appear  to  follow  that  the  defendant  must  have 
judgment  on  her  demurrer;,  but  the  plaintiff  may  amend  his 
complaint  in  twenty  days,  on  payment  of  costs. 


HARPER  a.  CHAMBERLADSr. 

New  York  Superior  Cowt;  Special  Term^  October y  1860. 

Plbadino. — Complaint  against  Disbot6b8  of  Cobfobation. — 

DsMnasBEB. 


A  demurrer  which  specifies  Tarions  grounds  of  objection  to  the  suflBdency  of  the 
allegations  of  the  complaint,  without  stating  any  ond  of  the  grounds  specified 
In  section  144  of  the  Code,  is  insufficient 

Form  of  a  sufficient  complaint  against  directors  of  a  corporation  for  fraudulent 
representations  as  to  the  capital  and  condition  of  the  company. 

Demurrer  to  complaint. 

The  plaintiffs  brought  this  suit  against  the  directors  of  the 
New  York  City  Fire  Insurance  Company,  to  hold  them  per- 
sonally liable  for  the  amount  due  on  a  policy  of  insurance 
issued  by  the  company  to  the  plaintiffs  upon  their  printing  and 
publishing  establishment.  The  complaint  charged  that  the 
directors  of  the  company  published  false  representations  of  the 
amount  of  capital  possessed  by  the  company,  in  conseqnence 
of  which  the  plaintiffs  were  induced  to  insure  with  the  company. 

The  allegations  were  as  follows : 

L  That  these  plaintiffs  are,  and  at  all  the  various  times  here- 
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imfter  mentioned  were,  parties  in  buBiness,  as  publishers,  ia 
the  city  of  New  York,  under  the  firm  name  of  Harper  & 
Brothers. 

n.  That,  at  some  time  during  the  jear  1852,  not  precisely 
known  to  these  plaintiffs,  a  company,  named  or  known  as  the 
"  Hew  York  City  Insurance  Company,"  was  organized  in  this 
State  for  the  purpose,  among  other  things,  of  making  insurance 
upon  vessels,  freights,  goods,  wares,  merchandise,  specie,  jewels, 
profits,  conmiissions,  bank-notes,  bills  of  exchange,  and  other 
evidences  of  debt,  bottomry  and  respondentia  interests,  and  to 
make  all  and  every  insurance  appertaining  to  or  connected 
idth  marine  risks,  and  risks  of  transportation  and  navigation ; 
and  to  make  insurance  on  dwelling-houses,  stores,  and  all  kinds 
of  buildings,  and  upon  household  furniture,  merchandise,  and 
other  property,  against  loss  or  damage  by  fire,  and  the  risks  of 
osvigation  and  transportation. 

HL  That  said  company  was  pretended  to  be  organized  under 
the  provisions  of  an  act  of  the  Legislature  of  this  State,  passed 
April  10, 1849,  entitled  '^  An  act  to  provide  for  the  Incorpora- 
tion of  Insurance  Companies." 

lY.  That,  by  the  pretended  charter  of  said  company,  it  was 
provided  that  the  business  of  said  company  should  be  con- 
dacted  upon  the  plan  of  mutual  insurance;  and  it  was  also 
provided  that  the  capital  of  said  company  should  be  three 
liandred  thousand  dollars ;  and  it  was  also  provided  that  the 
directors  of  said  company  might  unite  a  cash  capital  of  not  less 
than  fifty,  nor  more  than  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  as  an 
additional  security  tp  the  insured,  above  the  fund  of  three  hun- 
dred thousand  dollars,  also  mentioned  in  said  charter ;  and  it 
was  also  provided  that  the  principal  office  of  the  company  should 
be  located  in  the  city  of  New  York. 

y.  That  hpon  or  after  the  organization  of  said  company,  and 
prior  to  March,  1853,  the  defendants,  and  each  of  them,  were 
chosen  trustees  or  directors  of  said  company,  and  accepted  and 
entered  upon  office  as  such ;  and  defendants,  and  each  of  them, 
were,  daring  March,  1853,  and  before  and  afterwards,  trustees 
or  directors  of  said  company. 

VL  That  the  defendants,  as  such  directors  or  ti-ustees  of  said 
company,  fraudulently,  and  with  the  intent  to  induce  these 
phuntiffs  and  others  to  make  insurances  with  the  said  company, 
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and  pay  them  premiame  for  such  insurances,  did,  at  many  times 
prior  to,  and  during  the  first  week  of  March,  1853,  falsely  pub- 
lish, advertise,  aver,  and  represent  to  the  public  at  large,  and  to 
these  plaintiffs,  and  to  the  confidential  advisers  of  these  plain- 
tiffs, that  the  capital  of  said  company  was  five  hundred  thou- 
sand dollars ;  and  that  said  company  was  possessed  of  a  paid- 
up  capital  of  five  hundred  tliousand  dollars;   and  that  said 
company  was  solvent,  and  responsible,  and  able  to  pay  any 
losses  to  the  amount  of  five  hundred  thousand  dollars ;  and 
they  did,  fraudulently,  and  with  like  intent,  prepare,  and  pub- 
lish, and  exhibit  to  these  plaintiffs,  and  the  confidential  advisers 
of  these  plaintiff,  a  form  of  policy  containing  a  statement  that 
the  capital  of  said  company  was  five  hundred  thousand  dollara; 
whereas  the  fact  was,  and  these  defendants  well  knew,  that  said 
company  had  never  raised^  and  never  were  possessed  of  a  capi- 
tal of  five  hundred  thousand  dollars  in  any  form ;  and  that  they 
had  never  raised,  and  never  were  possessed  of  any  cash  capital 
exceeding  thirty  thousand  dollars ;  and  that  the  said  company 
never  did  raise  a  capital  in  any  form  of  the  value  of  even  one 
hundred  and  fifty  thousand  dollars. 

Vll.  That  these  plaintiffs,  confiding  in  the  representations 
aforesaid  made  to  these  plaintifls  by  the  defendants,  and  con- 
fiding in  the  general  reputation  of  said  company,  produced  by 
the  representations  aforesaid  made  by  d^endants  to  the  pilblic 
at  large,  and  being  farther  advised  thereto  by  the  confidential 
advisers  of  these  plaintiffs,  who  were  misled  by  the  representa- 
tions aforesaid  made  to  them  by  the  defendants,  and  believing, 
in  consequence  of  the  premises,  that  the  said  company  was  pos- 
sessed of  an  actual  capital  of  five  hundred  thousand  dollars, 
paid  in  or  secured  in  some  of  the  ways  prescribed  by  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  1849,  hereinbefore  I'eferred  to,  were  in- 
duced to  enter  into  a  contract  with  said  eompai^for  an  in- 
surance, as  hereinafter  stated,  upon  the  material,  stock,  fixtures, 
and  other  property  of  these  plain  ti£b,  used  by  them  in  their 
business,  for  one  year  from  the  7th  day  of  March,  1853 ;  and  these 
plaintiffs,  confiding  and  believing  as  aforesaid,  were  induced  by 
the  premises  to  pay,  and  on  the  7th  or  8th  day  of  March, 
1853,  did  pay,  to  the  said  company,  and  to  the  defendants  as 
directors  or  trustees  thereof,  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  fifty 
dollars  as  premium  upon  such  insurance ;  and  were  induced  by 
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the  premises  to  make  said  insuraDce  with  said  company,  instead 
of  making  it  with  other  companies,  of  which  there  then  were 
a  great  number,  solvent,  responsible,  and  willing  to  make  each 
iDfiorance  on  the  property  described  in  said  policy. 

Yin.  That  the  said  company  did,  on  the  7th  day  of  March, 
1853,  execute  and  deliver  to  these  plaintiffs  their  policy  of  in- 
surance, a  true  copy  whereof  is  hereto  annexed,  marked  Ex- 
hibit A,  whereby  the  said  company,  in  consideration  of  one 
hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  to  them  paid  by  these  plaintiffs,  the 
receipt  whereof  was  thereby  acknowledged,  did  insure  these 
plaintiffs  against  loss  or  damage  by  fire,  to  the  amount  of  ten 
thoasand  dollars,  on  their  printing  and  book  materials,  stock) 
pap^,  stereotype  plates,  fixtures,  printed  books,  and  steam* 
engine  and  machinery,  contained  iivthe  premises  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  described  in  said  policy. 

IX.  That,  on  the  10th  day  of  December,  1853,  the  printing 
snd  book  materials,  stock,  paper,  stereotype  plates,  fixtures, 
printed  books,  and  steam-engine  and  machinery,  described  in 
said  policy  -of  insurance,  were,  by  misfortune,  and  without 
fraud  or  evil  practice,  damaged,  consumed,  and  lost  by  fire, 
not  happening  by  means  of  any  invasion,  insurrection,  riot,  or 
civil  commotion,  or  any  military  or  usurped  power ;  and  that, 
hj  the  said  fire,  the  said  insured  sustained  loss  and  damage,  in 
and  by  the  consuming,  damage,  loss,  and  destruction  of  said 
property,  to  the  amount  of  three  hundred  and  twenty-one  thou- 
fiand  nine  hundred  and  ninety-five  dollars,  estinmting  the  said 
loss  at  the  true  and  actual  value  of  the  property  at  the  time  of 
the  happening  of  said  fire. 

X.  That,  at  the  time  of  said  fire,  there  were  other  insurances 
effected  by  these  plaintiffs^  as  permitted  by  said  policy,  on  the 
same  property,  to  the  aggregate  amount  of  one  hundred  and 
eigfaty-two  thoosand  dollars  only. 

XL  That,  at  the  time  of  making  said  insurance,  and  from 
thai  until  the  fire  above  mentioned,  these  plaintiffs  had  an  in- 
terest in  the  said  property  insured  as  the  owners  thereof,  and 
they  were,  and  now  are,  the  lawful  owners  and  holders  of  the 
claim  arising  upon  said  policy  and  loss  againat  the  add 
c(»npany. 

XII.  That  these  plaintiffs  duly  fulfilled  all  the  conditions  of 
Mod  policy  of  inrarance  upon  their  part,  and  did  forthwith, 
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after  the  said  loss  and  damage  ^j  fire,  give  notice  thereof  to 
the  said  company,  and  did,  as  soon  thereafter  as  possible,  and 
on  the  17th  day  of  December,  1853,  deliver  to  said  company  a 
particular  statement  of  said  loss  and  damage,  subscribed  by 
James  Harper,  one  of  these  plaintiffs,  and  duly  verified  by  his 
oath ;  and  these  plaintiffs,  on  the  1st  day  of  Jiwe,  1854,  and  at 
divers  other  times,  duly  demanded  from  said  company  payment 
of  the  sum  of  ten  thousand  dollars  and  interest,  due  to  them 
upon  said  policy  by  reason  of  said  loss. 

XIII.  That  said  company  have  hitherto  always  neglected 
and  refused  to  pay  said  loss ;  and  these  plaintiffs  brought  an  ac- 
tion in  the  Superior  Court  of  the  city  of  New  York  against 
said  company,  to  recover  upon  said  policy  for  their  loss  sus- 
tained as  aforesaid,  and  were  put  to  great  expense  therein,  and 
on  the  20th  day  of  July,  1857,  recovered  judgment  therein  for 
the  full  amount  of  their  claim,  and  interest,  and  costs,  to  wit, 
$11,278.76,  and  caused  execution  to  be  issued  thereon,  which 
execution  was,  on  the  24th  day  of  September,  1857,  returned 
wholly  unsatisfied. 

XIY.  That,  by  reason  of  the  premiqps,  these  defendants  have 
sustained  great  damage. 

Wherefore  these  plaintiffs  demand  judgment  for  twenty  thou- 
sand dollars  damages. 

The  demurrer  was  as  follows : 

First.  That  said  complaint  doth  not  allege  any  precise  time 
when  said  New  York  City  Insurance  Company  was  organized. 
And  that  the  same  ip  a  matter  of  public  record,  and  ought  to 
be  precisely  stated. 

Second.  That  the  plaintiffs  allege  ignorance  of  the  time  of 
said  organization ;  when,  first,  as  it  is  a  matter  of  public  rec- 
ord, they  are  by  law  deemed  to  have  notice,  and  absolutely  to 
know  the  same;  and,  secondly,  they,  as  insured  parties',  are 
members  of  the  corporation  or  company,  and  deemed  in  law  to 
know  all  the  facts. 

Third.  The  plaintiffs  allege  that  they  dealt  with  the  said 
company  as  a  corporation.  They  are  thereby  estopped  firom 
denying  that  it  is  a  corporation,  and  was  such  when  they  dealt 
with  it. 

FauHh.  The  laws  of  this  State  did  not  at  the  time,  in  the 
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year  1852,  stated  in  said  complaint,  authorize  the  organization 
of  any  insnrance  corporation  or  company  for  the  purposes 
stated  in  Division  No.  1  of  the  said  complaint ;  and  a  company 
60  organized  was  unlawful,  and  could  make  no  valid  contract 

fy^.  The  act  of  April  10, 1849,  referred  to  in  said  com- 
plaint, does  not  authorize,  and  did  not  at  any  time  authorize,  the 
formation  of  an  insurance  company  for  the  purposes  named  in 
Dirision  No.  1  of  said  complaint,  nor  with  the  powers  specified 
in  the  allied  charter  of  said  company ;  and  that  such  alleged 
oi^gaaization  was  therefore  illegal  and  absolutely  void,  and 
could  not  contract  with  the  plaintiffs ;  and  any  pretended  con- 
tract, and  especially  the  pretended  contract  of  insurance  specified 
in  said  complaint,  was  absolutely  void,  and  of  no  effect 

Skeih.  That  the  pretended  representations  and  fraud  alleged 
in  the  sixth  and  seventh  divisions  of  said  complaint,  are  not 
flofSciently  alleged  in  said  complaint  to  charge  the  defendants ; 
and  are  not  specified  with  such  certainty  and  particularity  as 
the  law  requires  to  form  the  gist  of  an  action  for  damages,  and 
pat  the  defendants  upon  their  defence. 

Sewnih.  That  aaid  complaint  doth  not  specifically  allege  any 
amount  of  damage  sustained  by  the  plaintiffs  by  reason  of  said 
representations  alleged  as  fraudulent 

BSgkth.  That  the  plaintiffs  do  not  show  in  and  by  said  com- 
plaint that  they  have  exhausted  their  legal  remedies  at  law 
against  said  pretended  company,  and  its  property,  upon  the 
judgment  they  allege  they  have  obtained,  and  have  thereby 
failed  to  collect  the  same  of  said  company;  as,  by  the  very 
natnre  of  its  property,  upon  their  showing,  it  may  have  ample 
means  of  payment  which  they  might  secure,  and  have  applied 
to  their  judgment  by  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  in  either 
of  two  ways  provided  by  law  for  that  special  purpose. 

Ninth,  That  said  complaint  doth  not  allege  that  the  said  pre- 
tended judgment  is  still  subsisting,  and  valid,  and  unreversed ; 
or  that  no  appeal  is  depending  thereon. 

Lm  8.  Chatfidd^  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 
Beryamin  Vattghan  AhboU^  opposed. 

BoxmcT,  J. — ^The  defendant  Hobbie  has  demurred  to  the 
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complaint  in  this  action,  and  alleged  nine  gronnds  of  demmrer, 
neither  of  which  is  composed  in  the  grounds  of  demurrer  speci* 
tied  in  section  144  of  die  Ooda  The  Supposed  defect  in  the 
complaint,  which  the  pleader  probably  intended  to  allege,  is, 
that  it  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitnte  a  eaose  of  ac- 
tion. Bat  tliis  ground  of  demarrer  is  not  so  taken  or  stated  as 
to  be  available  to  the  defendant.  And  if  properly  stated,  in  my 
opinion  the  demurrer  could  not  be  sustained.  The  complaint 
states,  in  substance,  that  the  defendants,  being  dilators  or  if  us- 
tees  of  the  New  York  City  losurftnce  Oompany,  pretended  to 
be  organized  for  the  transaction  of  business  on  the  plan  of 
mutual  insurance,  under  the  act  of  April  10, 1849,  fraudulently 
made  false  representations  to  the  plaintiffs  and  others  in  relation 
to  the  capital  and  condition  of  the  company,  with  intent  to  in- 
duce the  plaintiffs  to  effect  insurance  with  the  company,  and 
pay  to  it  premiums  therefor.  That  plaintiffs,  induced  by  sach 
representations,  did  make  a  contract  of  insurance  with  said 
company,  and  pay  the  oompany  the  sum  of  $160  premium  there- 
for ;  and  that  by  reason,  and  in  consequenee  of  these  facts,  plain- 
tiflb  have  been  injured,  and  sustained  damages  as  stated  in  the 
complaint.  In  my  judgment,  the  statements  of  the  complaint 
are  sufficient  to  maintain  an  action.  (Pontifez  a.  Begnold,  3 
Mann  <6  Orang.y  68 ;  OiXMSS  a.  Sackett,  6  Ahb&tk^  Pt»^  247.) 

The  amount  of  damages  which  the  plaintiff  can  reck)yer  is 
not  now  a  subject  for  consideration. 

Judgment  must  be  entered  for  plainti£b  on  tbe  demnirrer, 
with  leave  to  defendants  to  answer  in  twenty  da^  on  payment 
of  costs. 
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Siyfreme  QniH^  Siwth  I)istrict ;  General  Term^  1860. 
JmasDicnoif  of  Sttpbeub  Coitbt  luoted  by  Amount. 

Tlie  proTision  of  2  Berfaed  Statutes,  178,  §  87,— directing  that  the  Court  of 
Cfaiooery  must  dismiss  every  suit  concerning  property  where  the  matter  in  di» 
pate,  exclusive  of  costSi  does  not  exceed  the  value  of  one  hundred  dollars, — 
ii  not  abrogated,  but  by  the  judiciary  act  was  applied  to  the  Supreme  Court, 
■nd  has  the  effect  of  depriving  that  court  of  equitable  jurisdiction  in  such 


*  The  piindples  which  governed  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  the  application  of  this 
ftstote,  aie  illustrated  in  the  following  cases : 

Tbe  pcovisioa  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  was  only  intended  to  increase  the  amount 
or  ^se  of  matters  in  controversy,  of  which  the  Court  of  Chancery  should  taka 
co^;miance,  from  £10  to  a  sum  which  should  exceed  $100.  The  principles  upon 
v^iefa  the  court  formerly  proceeded  in  relation  to  this  smaller  sum  must  now  be 
iffiied  to  the  increased  amount.    (Ohanetry,  1834,  Smets  a.  Williams,  4  Po^, 

Bddre  the  statute,  the  court  held  that  they  would  not  entertain  a  suit  by  an  in- 
^  for  interest  on  a  legacy  directed  by  the  will  to  be  applied  to  her  education, 
w^re  the  amonot  due  was  less  than  fifty  dollars.  The  Common  Pleas  had  juris- 
(Sction  in  soch  a  case.  (C&enccry,  1821,  FuUerton  a.  Jackson,  6  Jolm».  C&.,  276 ; 
lad  M  Mooie  a.  Lyttle,  4  lb,,  183 ;  Smets  a.  Williams,  4  Pai^  864.)  Nor  would 
^  Qonrt  entertain  a  bill  relative  to  an  amount  less  than  £10.  {Chancery,  1824, 
^adenberg  a.  Johnson,  Hcpk,,  112.)  Nor  take  jurisdiction  of  a  bill  to  foreclose  a 
^Mrtgage  for  $600  not  yet  due,  on  default  of  $35  interest.  Though  the  court  has 
pover,  it  is  not  bound  to  order  a  sale  in  such  case.  {Oianeery,  1824,  Mitchell  a. 
lirbe,  Hupk.,  119 ;  and  see  Smets  a.  Williams,  4  Paige,  864.) 

la  tbe  etatute,  the  words  *'  adutwe  </eoste,"  refer  to  the  costs  in  the  suit  in 
cUaoery  merely.     {Chancery,  1841,  Spear  a.  Given,  9  Paige,  362.) 

The  d&aidoD  of  the  court  as  to  the  dismissal  of  the  bill,  does  not  depend  upon 
*liftt  ii  actually  disputed  by  the  defendant,  nor  does  it  depend  upon  the  final 
^indication  of  the  court  as  to  what  the  complainant  has  a  right  to  recover.  But 
it  Bust  depend  upon  the  nature  and  value  of  the  claim  which  is  actually  made 
^ oQai|dainant.  If  the  amount  claimed  on  the  judgment  by  a  creditor's  bill  is  less 
^  the  amount  prescribed  in  the  statute,  or  if  the  value  of  the  property  and 
^^  of  defendant,  as  claimed  by  complainant,  does  not  exceed  $100,  the  Court 
(•'Chanoery  will  not  take  jurisdiction  of  the  case.  {Chancery,  1834,  Smets  a.  Wil- 
^  4  Pa^  864.) 
?oi.  XL— 16 
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Appeal  from  an  order  difimiefiing  a  complaint. 

This  action  was  bronght  to  charge  the  separate  estate  of  i 
married  woman  with  the  payment  of  a  debt  alleged  to  hay< 
been  contracted  by  her  on  the  faith  or  for  the  benefit  of  it 
The  court  at  special  tenn  dismissed  the  complaint,  on  th( 
ground  that  the  amonnt  of  the  alleged  debt  was  less  than  $100 
From  the  judgment  thus  entered,  plaintiff  appealed  to  the  gen- 
eral term.  A  similar  case  between  different  parties  came  be- 
fore the  court  at  the  some  time,  and  in  the  same  manner. 

Br  THB  CoTTBT.* — ^Paskeb,  J. — ^Ihe  amount  claimed  is  lesB 
than  one  hundred  dollars. 

At  special  term  the  complaint  was  dismissed  for  want  of 

A  mere  bUl  of  dlBOorery  in  aid  of  a  suit  at  law,  is  not  a  euii  ooDMnin; 
property ;  and  such  bill  must  be  entertained,  where  it  seeks  discoyerj  of  luary, 
though  the  amount  in  dispute,  exclusiTe  of  oosts,  does  not  exceed  $100.  ( V- 
Chan.  Ct ,  1S82,  Ooldey  a.  Be<^er,  1  Eiw.,  271 ;  approved  in  Schroe]^  a.  Bedfield, 
6  Paige,  246.) 

A  mere  blU  of  discovery  in  aid  of  a  defence  to  a  tnit  at  U,w, — e.  ^.»  a  suit  at  Isw 
to  recover  on  a  gaming  contract, — is  not  a  suit  eon^eming  property.  {Ckmunft 
18S5,  Schroeppel  a.  RedSeld,  5  Paige,  245.) 

Suits  to  set  aside  a  release  of  a  right  of  action  at  law,  are  suits  oonceralBg 
property  within  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  relating  to  the  jurisdiciiOB 
of  Chancery ;  and  the  complaint  must  show  that  a  right  of  action  existed,  sod 
that  the  damages  in  controversy  are  at  least  $100.  {Okaneeiy,  1846,  Winsor  a. 
Orcutt,  11  Paiffe,  678.) 

The  court  has  jurisdiction  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  given  to  secure  tmliquiditoi) 
damages,  if  the  amount  claimed  to  be  due -is  more  than  one  hundred  d<^lan  ,*  sad 
if  the  amount  due  should  turn  out  to  be  less  than  one  hundred  doUars,  its  jam- 
diction  is  not  divested.    {Chaneery,  1846,  Ferguson  a.  Kimball,  8  Bar^.  (X,  616.) 

Where  the  bill  stated  that  the  defendant  was  insolvent  and  out  of  the  State, 
and  that  the  mortgage  did  not  contain  any  power  of  sale,— Aii,  that  in  sach  ij 
case  the  court  has  jurisdiction,  if  the  mortgi^^  premises  are  worth  more  thtt; 
$100,  although  there  is  less  than  $100  due ;  since  there  is  no  Other  remedy,  isi 
there  would  otherwise  be  a  failure  of  jostloe.  (dboiMepy,  1842,  Barton  a.  Fteboi^ 
2Ck.Smi.,  59.) 

If  the  injury,  present  and  prospective, — «.  g.,  from  the  diversion  of  aw»t<w 
course,-— does  not  exceed  $100|— that  is  to  say,  $6  or  $7  aonually,— a  blU  ^ 
restrain  the  diversion  must  be  dismissed,  with  coeta.  {Ckmoery.  1887,  Smith  i| 
Adams,  6  Paige,  436.)  j 

That  a  creditor's  bill,  founded  upon  a  judgment  In  a  court  of  record,  ^^^ 
than  $100,  and  a  justice's  judgment,  the  execution  upon  which  does  not  ml 
against  land,  for  $88,  should  be  dismissed.    (Goe  a,  WhitbedL,  11  Paige,  42.) 

*  Present,  Paexo,  ILksax,  Caicpbiu»  and  Baloox,  JJ. 
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jurisdiction  on  that  gFonnd,  and  the  only  question  raised  on  the 
appeal  from  the  judgment  entered  at  special  tennis,  whether 
this  court  is  bound,  as  the  Court  of  Chanoerj  would  have  been 
lefore  the  adoption  of  the  present  Constitution,  to  dismiss  the 
salt,  pareuant  to  section  37,  of  article  2,  title  2,  chapter  1,  part 
3  of  the  Bevised .  Statutes.    (2  Hev.  JStat.y  173,  §  37.) 

Notwithstanding  it'  is  declared  in  section  69  of  the  Code, 
tbt  ^the  distinction  between  actions  at  law  and  suits  in  equity, 
and  the  forms  of  all  such  actions  and  suits,  .heretofore  existing, 
are  abolished,"  it  is  undeniable  that  we  still  have  actions  at 
law  and  suits  in  equity ;  and  this  distinction  is  constantly  rec- 
ognised by  this  court  and  the  Court  of  Appeals,  and  the 
lode  itself  has  not  failed  to  make  proviaions  founded  i^pon 
racfa  distinction.  Indeed,  the  Constitution  recognizes  and  af- 
anng  the  distinctioQ  as  one  existing  and  \o  remain,  where  it 
fives  to  the  Supreme  Court,  in  article  .6,  section  3,  ^^  general 
iarisdiction  in  lAWand  equity ;"  and  where,  in  section  5  of  the 
^ame  article,  it  provides  that  '^  the  Legislature  shall  have  the 
^ame  powers  to. alter. and  regulate  the  jurisdiction  ^d  proceed- 
ings in  law  and  equity  as  they  have  heretofore  possessed ;"  and 
vhen,  in  section  10  of  article  6,  it  provides  that  ^Hhe  testimony 
in  equity  cases  shall  be  taken  in  like  manner  as  in  cases  at  law. 
^  Reubens  a.  Joel,  13  N.  Y.  (3  Kern),  488.)  The  effect  of 
^ese  provisions  of  the  Constitution,  as  I  understand  them,  was, 
E»  ikr  as  proceedings  in  equity  are  concerned,  to  transfer  to  the 
Supreme  Court  the  .general  jurisdiction  and  powers  then  ex- 
•»*tingm  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  to  continue  to  the  Legis- 
iture  the  same  powers  in  reference  to  such  jurisdiction  and 
proceeding  as  they  then  had.  This  court,  from  the  time  of  its 
'^ization,  became  vested  with  such  general  jurisdiction  and 
powers  of  the  former  Court  of  Chancery,  precisely  as  that 
eoQrt  had  poaseased  them  up  to  that  time,  it  being  declared  in 
Action  17  of  article  1  of  the  Constitution,  that  ^'  such  acts  of 
tiie  Legislature  of  this  State  aa  are  now  in  force,  shall  be  and 
C'jQtiQue  the  law  of  this  State^  sulyect  to  ^such  alterations  as  the 
Wislature  shall  make  concerning  the  same ;  but  all  such  parts 
^the  common  law,  and  such  of  the  said. acts,  or  parts  thereof 
^  are  repugnant  to  this  Constitution  are  hereby  abrogated." 
i^ilcox  a.  Wilcox,  14  N.  T.  (4  JTem.),  576,  579.) 

At  the  time  the  Constitution  went  into  effect,  the  pro yisions 


244  ABBOTTS'  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Manh  a.  Beoson. 

« 

of  the  statute  above  referred  to,  excluding  from  the  jarisdictioi^ 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery  "every  suit  concerning  property, 
where  the  matter  in  dispute,  exclusive  of  costs,  does  not  exceed 
the  value  of  one  hundred  dollars,"  was  in  force. 

But  if  any  legislation  were  necessary  to  modify  the  genera] 
jurisdiction  of  the  court,  in  accordance  with  that  provision  oj 
the  statute,  it  was  had  in  the  judiciary  act  of  1847,  wherebj  if 
was  enacted  that  "  the  Supreme  Court,  organized  by  this  act, 
shall  possess  the  same  powers,  and  exercise  the  same  jurisdici 
tion  as  is  now  possessed  and  exercised  by  the  present  Supreme 
Court  and  Court  of  Chancery,"  &c. ;  "  and  all  laws  relating  to 
the  present  Supreme  Court  and  Court  of  Chancery,  or  any  court 
held  by  any  vice-chancellor,  and  the  jurisdiction,  powers,  an<j 
duties  of  said  courts,  the  proceedings  therein,  and  the  officers 
thereof,  their  powers  and  duties,  shall  be  applicable  to  the  Sn^ 
preme  Court  organized  by  this  act,  the  powers  and  duties 
thereof,  the  proceedings  therein,  and  the  officers  thereof,  theil 
powers  and  duties,  so  far  aathe  same  can  be  so  applied,  and  ar^ 
consistent  with  the  Constitution  and  the  provisions  of  this  act'l 
{Laws  of  1847,  323,  §  16.)  This  is  a  re-enactment  of  the  pro^ 
vision  of  the  statute  above  referred  to.  Does  section  69  of  thq 
Code  repeal,  or  in  any  manner  affect,  the  jurisdictional  pro 
visions  of  that  act  ? 

The  only  effect  of  that  section  of  the  Code  is,  as  I  think,  to 
abolish  the  previously  existing  distinction  between  actions  at 
law  and  suits  in  equity,  so  far  as  the  forms  of  action  are  cod 
cemed,  and  to  reduce  all  actions  to  the  same  mode  of  proi 
ceeding. 

Hie  language  of  the  section  is  entirely  consistent  with  thi^ 
construction.  Taking  it  all  together,  its  object  is  plain :  to  rei 
duce  all  actions  to  one  form,  denominated  a  ^^  civil  action."  The 
first  and  last  clauses  are  correlatives ;  the  first  doing  away  with 
an  existing  condition,  the  last  providing  for  a  new  condition  ip 
its  place.  When,  therefore,  it  provides  tlyt  ''  the  distinction 
between  actions  at  law  and  suits  in  equity,  and  the  forms  of  al| 
such  actions  and  suits,  heretofore  existing,  are  abolished,"  anc] 
follows  with  the  provision :  "  and  there  shall  be,  in  this  State^ 
hereafter,  but  one  form  of  action  for  the  enforcement  or  pro^ 
tection  of  private  rights,  and  the  redress  of  private  wrongs^ 
which  shall  be  denominated  a  civil  action ;"  it  manifestly  in^ 
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tended  to  Bubstitute  one  formal  method  of  proceeding  in  court 
for  the  two  others  previooslj  existing  in  equity  and  at  law. 
A  "  suit"  or  "  action"  is  defined  to  be  "  the  formal  method  of 
pursuing  and  recovering  one's  right  in  a  court  of  justice." 
{Woreester^s  Dictionary^  The  distinction  between  actions  at 
Uw  and  suits  in  equity,  then,  which  is  abolished,  is  the  distinc- 
tion between  their  "  formal  methods  of  pursuing  and  recover- 
ing*^ rights  in  court.  This  is  the  extent  of  the  general  object 
of  the  Code  in  this  regard,  as  shown  in  its  preamble,  in  which 
it  is  declared  to  be  expedient  that  '^  the  distinction  between 
le^  and  equitable  remedies  should  no  longer  continue,  and 
that  a  uniform  course  of  proceeding  in  all  cases  should  be  es- 
tablished," the  uniform  course  of  proceeding  substituted  for  the 
existing  legal  and  equitable  remedies. 

This  is  all  the  codifiers  contemplated,  as  fully  appears  from 
their  report  to  the  Legislature.  They  say :  "  Li  our  remai'ks 
npon  this  section,  we  shall  consider  separately  the  two  propo- 
fcitions  which  it  involves.  The  first  is  the  abolition  of  the  dis- 
tinction between  actions  at  law  and  suits  in  equity."  After 
idverting  to  the  rise  and  establishment  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery, and  the  difTerence  of  judicial  opinion  as  to  the  precise 
H)Qndary  which  separated  the  powera  of  law  and  equity  which 
prevailed,  and  to  the  causes  which  led  the  convention  to  adopt 
tke  provision  of  the  Constitution  abolishing  the  Court  of  Chan- 
eery,  and  declaring  that  '^  there  shall  be  a  Supreme  Court  hav- 
ing general  jurisdiction  in  law  and  equity," — they  say,  "a 
reference  to  the  debates  of  the  body,  will  show  that  thi3  result 
Tas  efiiected  by  the  conviction  which  was  entertained  of  the 
injastice  of  subjecting  a  party  whose  rights  were  involved,  to 
'he  uncertain  chances  in  the  selection  of  the  proper  forum  by 
^hich  they  were  to  be  determined ;  and  it  is  not  a  little  sin- 
gular that  this  important  change  in  the  judicial  establishment 
i^  the  State,  owes  its  origin  mainly  to  the  fact  that  this  injus- 
tice was  the  result  rather  of  the  modes  of  proceeding  than  of 
the  rules  of  determination  adopted  by  the  several  legal  and 
e'pitable  tribunals."  (69.)  Again,  they  say,  "  It  is  no  part  of 
•>ar  purpose  to  present  the  principle  of  a  union  of  law  and 
^aity  jurisdiction  upon  a  broader  basis  than  that  which  has 
reference  to  their  forms  of  proceeding.  It  is  enough  for  us  to 
know  that  the  fundamental  law  has  united  these  functions  in 


246  ABBOTTS'  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Marsh  a,  Benson. 

one  tribunal ;  and  in  recommending  to  the  Legislatnre  a  Bystenri 
of  practice  by  which  those  functions  may  be  conveniently  er 
amined,  it  is  only  necessary  that  we  should  take  care  not  tc 
encroach  upon  substantial  rights,  keeping  in  view  the  distinci 
tion  between  rights,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  means  of  theil 
ascertainment  and  enforcement  on  thie  oth^r;  the  only  qne&^ 
tion  is,  whether  a  mode  of  proceeding  common  to  all  contro- 
versies,  whether  known  as  legal  or  equitable,  can  be  safely  and 
conveniently  prescribed."    (74.) 

All  that  the  codifiers  had  in  view,  as  it  seems,  was  die  pre- 
scribing of  a  saft  and  convenient  mode  of  proceeding  common 
to  all  civil  controversies,  whether  legal  or  equitable  ;  or  in  the 
language  of  the  act  of  the  Legislature  under  which  they  were 
appointed,  and  by  which  their  duties  are  prescribed,  providing 
"  for  a  uniform  course  of  proceeding  in  all  cases,  whether  of 
legal  or  equitable  cognizance"  {Laws  ^184T,  ch.  59,  §  8);  and 
such,  I  think,  fot  the  reasons  above  appearing,  was  the  intention 
of  the  Legislature  in  adopting  that  section. 

I  have  said  that  we  still  have  actions  at  law  and  suits  in 
equity.  A  suit  appealing  to  the  equitable  powers  of  the  court, 
and  asking  for  equitable  relief,  is  as  properly  now  a  suit  in 
equity  as  ever.  Tie  mode  of  conducting  such  a  suit  in  court, 
is  the  same  as  the  mode  of  conducting  a  suit  asking  l^al  relief, 
or  a  suit  at  law,  except  in  those  respects  in  which  the  Code  has 
provided  for  a  distinction,  as  in  sections  253  and  254.  The 
first  of  these  sections,  having  reference  to  actions  at  law  (ex- 
cept so  far  as  it  provides  for  actions  for  divorce),  secures  a 
jury  trial,  as  required  by  the  Constitution  ;  the  second,  having 
reference  to  suits  in  equity,  in  which  jury  trials  have  not,  in 
the  language  of  the  Constitution,  "been  heretofore  used" 
(art.  1,  §  2),  provides  for  a  trial  by  the  court,  as  permitted  by 
that  article. 

The  Code  provides  for  further  distinctions  in  sections  274  and 
275,  as  to  the  relief  granted;  and  sections  304  and  306,  as  to  the 
costs. 

This  distinction  between  legal  and  equitable  actions  is  rec- 
ognized at  every  circuit  in  the  trial  of  causes,  pursuant  to 
section  257  of  the  Code;  equity  cases,  or  issues  of  fact,  to  be 
tried  by  the  court,  being  postponed  on  the  calendar  to  actions 
at  law,  or  issues  of  fact,  to  be  tried  by  a  jury. 
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So  it  is  constastly  recognized  bj  this  court  and  by  the  Court 
of  Appeals. 

An  action  for  mere  equitable  relief  will  not  be  sustained 
where  the  plaintiff  has  a  complete  i-emedy  at  law.  (See  Mills 
0.  Black,  SO  Barb.,  549 ;  Wilson  a.  Forsyth,  24/&.,  105;  Mace 
a.  Trustees  of  the  Villi^e  of  Newburgh,  15  Sbio.  Pr.,  161 ; 
Bonton  a.  City  Bank  of  Brooklyn,  15  Bcarb,,  8Y6 ;  Orippen  a. 
Hudson,  13  N.  Y.  (3  Kern),  161 ;  Heywood  a.  City  of  Buffalo, 
14 iT.  Y.  (4  JE2rr9k),  534.)  In  the  latter  case,  the  court  says:  ^^It 
is  Btill  the  law  that  a  party  who  brings  an  equitable  action  must 
maintain  it  upon  some- equitable  ground ;  and  if  his  cause  of  ac- 
tion is  of  a  legal  and  not  an  equitable  nature,  he  must  bring  a 
1^1  action,  or  pursue  a  legal  remedy.  When  a  matter  is 
eiearly  or  pHmaf<icie  one  of  legal  cognizance,  a  party  must,  in 
order  to  maintain  an  equitable  action  upon  it,  state  clearly  facts 
sufficient  to  entitle  him  to  equitable  relief,  and  to  show  that  a 
perfect  remedy  cannot  be  obtained  at  law." 

The  distinction  between  actions  at  law  and  suits  in  equity, 
ud  the  distinct  jurisdictions  in  regard  to  them  are  also  rec- 
ognized in  Sage  a.  Mosher  (28  Barb.,  288) ;  Beubens  a.  Joel 
(13  iT.  r.  (3  Kem.\  488) ;  Voorhees  a.  Childs' Executor  (17  iT.  Y 
(3  Smiik),  354). 

In  this  discussion  I  have  not  been  unmindful  of  the  cases 
which  seem  to  hold  a  different  doctrine,  such  as  Giles  a.  Lyon 
(4  Cmsi.,  599) ;  Dohson  a.  Pearce  (12  JT.  Y.  (2  Kern.),  166) ; 
Crary  «.  Goodman  {lb.,  266) ;  Phillips  a.  Gorham  (17  N.  Y. 
(3  SmtK),  270).  In  Giles  a.  Lyon,  the  Court  of  Appeals  de- 
cided that  section  47  of  the  amended  Code  of  1849,  authorizing 
the  Supreme  Court  to  transfer  "  equity  cases"  to  the  Superior 
Court  of  the  city  of  New  York,  applied  only  to  suits  in  equity 
commenced  under  the  previous  system,  and  did  not  authorize 
the  transfer  of  an  action  commenced  under  the  Code,  although 
SQch  action  was  strictly  equitable  according  to  former  distinc- 
tions. The  construction  of  the  phrase  ^'  equity  cases,"  in  that 
flection,  was  the  question  to  be  decided,  and  the  decision  was  as 
above. 

Jadge  Gardiner,  in  giving  the  opinion  of  the  court,  says : 
^'The  accumulation  of  causes  of  this  character  in  the  former 
Court  of  Chancery,  and  the  embarrassed  condition  of  the  new 
^^  particularly  those  in  the  first  district,  in  consequence  of 
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their  transfer  to  them,  was  notorioaa ;  and  one  great  object  in 
creating  a  new  branch  of  the  Superior  Court,  was  to  relieve  the 
Supreme  Court  of  that  district  from  the  burden  of  investigating 
causes  which  were  not  properly  their  own*  Section  47  was 
designed  as  a  remedy  for  the  difficulty,  and  framed  accord- 
ingly." This  is  a  sufficient  reason  for  the  decision;  indeed, 
such  being  the  object  for  which  section  47  was  framed,  the  con- 
struction of  the  phrase  arrived  at  was  inevitable. 

Judge  Gardiner,  it  is  true,  in  his  opinion  discusses  the  effect 
of  section  69  of  the  Code,  and  uses  language  which  might,  taken 
by  itself,  imply  a  different  understanding  of  it  from  the  one 
above  given,  and  yet  from  the  whole  of  his  discussion,  as  bear- 
ing on  the  question  to  be  decided,  I  do  not  understand  hia 
opinion  to  be  adverse  to  the  position  herein  taken.  His  argo* 
ment,  drawn  from  section  69,  is  that,  inasmuch  as  that  section 
"  ordains  a  new  name  for  all  proceedings  to  be  thereafter  in- 
stituted for  the  redress  of  private  grievances,"  to  wit,  a  "  civil 
action,"  the  old  nomenclature  of  ^^  actions  at  law"  and  ^'  equity 
cases"  being  done  away,  it  would  be  repugnant  to  construe  the 
term  ^^  equity  cases,"  in  section  47,  as  applying  to  actions  com- 
menced under  the  new  system. 

In  Dobson  a.  Pearce,  and  Crary  a.  Ooodman,  the  court  held 
that  equitable  defences  may  be  set  up  to  actions  at  law.  This 
is  expressly  authorized  by  the  Code  in  section  150,  which  is  a 
.  sufficient  reason  for  the  decision ;  and  although  when  tliese  ac- 
tions were  commenced,  prior  to  1852,  that  section  did  not  con- 
tain the  express  authority  which  it  was  made  to  contain  by  the 
amendment  of  that  year ;  still  in  Dobson  a.  Pearce,  Judge  Alien, 
in  giving  the  opinion  of  the  court,  seems  to  give  the  same  effect 
to  the  section  before  as  since  the  amendment,  quoting  it  as  it 
now  is,  and  applying  it  to  the  case.  Crary  a.  Ooodman  was 
decided  expressly  npon  the  authority  of  Dobson  a.  Pearce. 

In  Phillips  a.  Oorham  it  was  decided  that  in  aA  action  to 
recover  the  possession  of  land,  the  plaintiff  may  attack  a  deed, 
under  which  the  defendant  claims,  upon  both  legal  and  equita- 
ble grounds.  Tliat  case  came  within  the  provisions  of  section 
167,  as  expressly  declared  by  Judge  Johnson,  who  gave  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

Although  in  these  cases  the  discussions  contained  in  the 
opinions  delivered  might  lead  to  a  different  conclusion  from 
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the  one  at  which  I  have  arrived,  in  reference  to  the  question  of 
an  existing  distinction  between  legal  and  equitable  actions,  still 
I  do  not  understand  that  they,  or  any  of  them,  have,  decided 
that  question  adversely  to  the  view  I  have  taken  of  it ;  and  I 
do  not  see  any  conflict  between  the  Code  and  the  section  of  the 
Bevised  Statutes  above  referred  to.  The  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  is  not  reached  by  section  69  of  the  Code,  but  remains  as 
it  stood  when  the  Code  was  enacted,  subject  to  the  aforesaid 
provision  of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  which  prohibits  the  court 
from  taking  jurisdiction  in  equity  in  any  suit  concerning  prop* 
erty,  where  ^e  matter  in  dispute,  exclusive  of  costs,  does  not 
exceed  the  value  of  $100. 

Upon  this  precise  question  there  has  been  some  conflict  in 
the  decisions  of  this  court  in  different  districts. 

Judge  Marvin  held,  .at  special  term,  that  the  provision  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  above  cited  is  still  in  force,  and  that  this  court 
is  limited  in  its  jurisdiction  by  that  provision.    (Shepard  a.  ' 
Walker,  7  Haw.  Pr.,  46.) 

In  Mallory  a.  Norton  (21  Barh.^  424),  the  court,  at  genieral 
term  in  the  fourth  district,  held  that  an  action  in  the  nature  of 
a  suit  in  equity  might  be  maintained  against  a  party  who  had 
procured  an  execution  to  be  issued  on  a  justice's  judgment 
igainst  the  body  of  the  defendant  therein,  the  judgment  having 
m  fact  been  paid,  for  the  purpose  of  perpetually  enjoining  such 
party  from  enforcing  the  collection  of  such  judgment  and  ex- 
ecution, notwithstanding  the  amount  of  the  judgment  was  less 
than  $100.  Although  Mr.  Justice  C.  L.  Allen,  in  giving  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  discussed  the  question  of  the  court's  juris- 
diction, under  the  provision  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  above  cited, 
and  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  said  37th  section  was  in 
effect  repealed ;  yet  it  seems  very  clear  that  section  37  has  no 
application  to  that  case,  for  the  reason  that  the  relief  asked  for 
was  not  merely  that  the  judgment  be  decreed  satisfled,  but  that 
the  party  should  be  perpetually  enjoined  from  enforcing  the  ex- 
ecution which  was  against  the  body  of  the  plaintiff  in  that  ac- 
tion. The  suit  was  not  one  "  concerning  property"  merely,  to 
which  kind  of  suits  alone  that  section  applies.  (Schroeppel  a. 
Bedfield,  5  Paige^  245.)  The  court,  therefore,  was  not  limited 
m  its  jurisdiction  by  that  section,  and  very  properly  entertained 
jorifidiction  of  the  case. 
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In  Cobine  a.  St  John  (12  ffaw,  Pr.^  338),  my  brotilier,  Bal- 
com,  has  come  to  a  dififerent  conclusion  from  the  one  to  which 
I  have  come  upon  this  question,  and  his  dissenting  opinion  in 
this  case  maintains  the  position  then  taken  hj  him. 

It  is  said  that  unless  this  court  will  take  jarisdiction  of  this 
action,  the  plaintifis  are  remediless,  and  that  our  judicial  system 
affords  no  means  for  the  collection  of  debts  of  less  than  $100 
against  married  women.  It  is  true,  but  no  more  so  now  than 
it  has  always  been,  at  least  since  the  enactment  of  section  37 
above  referred  to,  that  na  mere  equitable  demand  of  less  than 
$100  can  be  enforced  in  our  courts.  If  this  is  an  anomaly,  it  is 
one  which  the  Legislature  alone  can  correct. 

I  understand  that  this  court,  in  this  district,  has  repeatedly 
held,  at  general  term,  that  it  cannot  take  cognizimce  of  such 
actions,  and  I  see  no  reason  for  departing  from  the  rule  held  in 
those  eases. 

In  my  opinion  the  decision  at  special  term  was  right,  and  the 
judgment  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Mason  and  Campbkll,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Baloom,  J.  (dissenting). — A  justice  of  the  peace  has  not  juris- 
diction to  try  the  cause  of  action  set  out  in  the  complaint  (Coon 
a.  Brook,  21  Barb,,  546) ;  and  the  only  remedy  the  plaintifb 
have  to  collect  their  demand  against  Mrs.  Willard  is  in  equity. 
The  debt  was  created  by  her  subsequent  to  her  marriage,  for 
the  benefit  of  her  separate  estate,  and  her  obligations  incurred 
for  that  purpose  must  be  enforced,  if  at  all,  as  a  charge  on  such 
estate,  and  not  as  a  personal  liability.  (Rogers  a.  Ludlow,  S 
Sandf.  CLj  104.)  It  is  clear  that  if  the  complaint  in  this  ac- 
tion was  properly  dismissed,  the  plaintiffs  are  remediless,  and 
the  anomaly  exists  in  our  judicial  system  that  prevents  the  col* 
lection  of  all  debts  less  than  $100,  against  married  womra;  at 
least  such  was  the  case  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1860, 
*^  concerning  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  husband  and  wife." 
{Lawa  of  1860, 157.)  What  change,  if  any,  that  act  has  made, 
it  is  unnecessary  now  to  ascertain,  for  this  action  was  tried  in 
1869,  and  must  be  determined  by  the  law  as  it  then  existed. 

I  should  not  have  discussed  the  question  in  Cobine  a.  St 
John  (12  ffow.  Pr.j  333),  respecting  the  right  to  maintain,  in 
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this  court,  actions  like  this,  wherein  the  claim  is  less  than  $100, 
if  I  had  known  when  I  decided  that  case,  as  I  now  do,  that  this 
court  at  general  term  in  this  district  had  passed  on  the  ques- 
tion before  I  came  to  the  bench,  and  held  that  equitable  actions 
brought  in  this  court  concerning  property,  where  the  plaintiff's 
demand,  exclusive  of  costs,  does  not  exceed  $100  in  value,  should 
be  dismissed  with  costs  to  the  defendants,  precisely  as  the  Court 
of  Chancery  was  required  to  dismiss  such  aotions  prior  to  the 
adoption  of  the  Constitution  of  1846 ;  but  as  my  opinion  in 
Cobine  a.  St.  John  has  been  published  (though  incorrectly  in 
some  respects),  and  the  decision  made  at  the  general  term,  which 
I  have  mentioned,  has  not  been  reported,  and  this  court,  at  a 
general  term  in  the  fourth  district,  has  held. upon  this  question, 
in  MaUory  a,  Iforton  (21  Barh.j  424),  the  same  that  I  did  in 
Cobine  a.  St.  John,  I  think  we  should  regard  the  question  an 
open  one,  and  determine  it  as  we  are  now  convinced  it  ought  to 
be  settled.  % 

The  statute  in  force  when  the  existing  Constitution  was 
adopted,  read  as  follows:  "The  Court  of  Chancery  shall  dis- 
miss every  suit  concerning  property,  where  the  matter  in  dis- 
pute, exclusive  of  costs,  does  not  exceed  the  value  of  $100, 
with  costs  to  the  defendant."  (2  Bev.  Stat^  1  ed.,  178,  §  37.) 
This  section  has  been  omitted  in  the  4th  and  5th  editions  of  the 
Bevised  Statutes,  and,  as  I  suppose,  because  the  eminent  law- 
yers who  supervised  their  publication  were  of  the  opinion  that 
it  was  abrogated.  It  restricted  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery  to  suits  concerning  property,  where  the  matter  in 
dispute,  exclusive  of  costs,  exceeded  the  value  of  $100.  In 
other  words,  that  court  was  forbidden  to  proceed  with  any  suit 
concerning  property,  if  its  value,  exclusive  of  costs,  was  only 
$100,  or  was  less  than  that  sum.  But  I  think  this  restriction 
was  removed  by  section  8,  of  article  6,  of  the  Constitution,  which 
declares  ^^  there  shall  be  a  Supreme  Court  having  general  juris- 
diction in  law  and  equity." 

The  continuation  of  the  powers  as  they  had  before  existed  in 
the  Legislature,  to  alter  and  regulate  the  jurisdiction  and  pro- 
ceedings in  law  and  equity  (Ci?w.,  art.  6,  §  5),  has  no  bearing 
upon  the  question,  whether  the  conferring  of  general  jurisdic- 
tion, in  equity,  upon  the  Supreme  Court,  did  not  abrogate  the 
section  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  above  quoted. 
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If  it  could  be  said  that  the  judiciary  act  of  1847,  by  impli- 
cation, revived  the  above-mentioned  section  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  I  think  the  Code  has  removed  such  implication.  Hie 
Code  has  abolished,  so  far  as  was  deemed  practicable,  all  dis- 
tinction between  actions  at  law  and  suits  in  equity,  and  the 
forms  of  all  such  actions  and  suits  as  they  existed  prior  to  its 
enactment  {Oode^  §  69.)  By  section  306,  costs  in  all  suits  in 
equity  "  may  be  allowed,  or  not,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court" 
This  is  inconsistent  with  the  idea  that,  as  matter  of  law,  the 
court  must  dismiss  a  certain  class  of  such  suits,  with  costs  to 
the  defendant ;  and  the  spirit  of  the  entire  Code  is  opposed  to 
the  position  that  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  of  suits  in  equity, 
concerning  property,  is  affected  in  the  least  by  the  value  of  the 
matter  in  dispute. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  I  am  of  the  opinion  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  this  court  in  equity  is  general,  as  conferred  by  the  Con- 
stitution.       # 

If  this  conclusion  is  correct,  this  court  has  jurisdiction  of  this 
action,  and  should  have  heard  and  determined  it  upon  the 
merits;  and  the  judgment  in  it,  dismissing  the  complaint,  with 
costs,  was  erroneous,  and  should  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial 
granted,  cosIb  to  abide  the  event 

Judgment  affirmed. 


DEMILT  a.  LEONARD. 
Supreme  Courts  Sixth  District;  General  Term^  1860. 

Insane  Pebsons. — Judgments  ovkhkeachkd  by  iNQuisrnoH. — 

Motion  to  set  aside  Judgment. 

An  action  may  be  miuntiined  on  behalf  of  a  Innatic  to  set  aside  a  Jadgment 

which  is  oYerraled  by  an  inquisition  of  lunacy ;  or  the  court  may,  on  motion, 

set  aside  such  jadgment. 
An  inquisition  of  lunacy  is  presumptive  evidence  even  against  strangers  to  the 

proceeding. 
Subsequent  to  the  recovery  of  Judgment  against  plaintiff, — which  was  recovered 

for  costs  on  proving  a  former  settlement  of  the  matters  in  controversy, — an  in- 
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qojUtion  of  lunacy  wm  had  oonceniing  the  plaintiff^  and  Bb«  was  declared 
thereby  to  have  been  incapable  of  managing  her  a£Gur8  for  a  period  which  in- 
daded  the  time  of  the  alleged  settlement. 

Hdd,  that  the  court  should  grant  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  judgment,  the 
Judgment  having  been,  moreoTer  at  the  Bame  term  reTcrsed  on  appeal. 

Ap])eal  from  order  denying- motion  to  set  aside  judgment. 

Die  plaintiff  in  this  action  failed  and  suffered  judgment 
against  her  for  costs,  ou  the  ground  of  a  former  settlement  of 
the  matters  in  controversy.  Aflber  the  judgment  was  recovered, 
a  commission  of  lunacy  was  issued  against  her,  and  she  was  by 
the  inquisition  declared  to  have  been  insane  for  a  long  period, 
which  overreached  the  time  of  the  alleged  settlement.  A  com- 
mittee of  her  person  and  estate  was  thereupon  appointed,  and 
he  moved  the  court  at  special  term  to  vacate  the  judgment. 
Ihe  motion  was  denied,  and  he  appealed.  Meanwhile  the  judg* 
ment  itself  had  been  also  appealed  from* 

E.  K  Ferry ^  for  the  appellant. 
A.  Becker^  for  the  respondent. 

Bt  thb  Coukt.* — ^Balgom,  J. — The  judgment  was  rendered 
against  the  plaintiff  before  the  issuing  of  the  commission  to  in** 
quire  in  regard  to  her  lunacy ;  but  the  finding  of  the  jury  that 
the  plaintiff  had  been  of  unsound  mind,  and  incapable  of  taking 
care  of  herself  or  her  affairs  without  interval  for  about  nine 
years,  is  presumptive  evidence  that  she  was  a  lunatic  when  the 
judgment  was  obtained.  (2  Paige^  422 ;  6  Wend.^  497.)  The 
case  of  Osterhout  a.  Shoemaker  (3  HiU^  513),  shows  that  the 
inquisition  is  evidence,  even  as  against  strangers  to  the  proceed- 
ing, who  had  no  opportunity  to  offer  or  cross-examine  witnesses* 
They  must  overcome  the  presumption  created  by  the  inquisition, 
by  evidence  on  their  part. 

When  an  application  was  made  to  the  chancellor  to  set  aside 
some  judgments  recovered  against  a  lunatic  in  actions  at  law, 
be  used  tliis  language :  ^^  I  doubt  whether  it  is  right  to  interfere 
in  this  summary  way  to  deprive  the  plaintiffs  of  their  legal  liens, 

*  Fteaent,  MAaoir,  Balook,  Oixpbblx,  an4  Pabsbb,  JJ. 
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although  the  recovery  of  the  jadgments,  and  the  whole  pro- 
ceedings in  those  auits  are  overreached  by  the  finding  of  the  jary, 
under  tlie  comnaission  of  lunacy.  As  the  court  of  law  had 
jurisdiction  of  the  oases,  if  the  judgnaents  are  either  irregular 
or  erroneous,  on  the  ground  that  the  suits  were  prosecuted 
against  a  defendant  who  was  legally  incompetent  to  make  any 
defence  thereto,  the  remedy  appears  to  be  by  a  summary  appli- 
cation to  the  court  in' whidh  the  judgments  were  obtained,  or  by 
a  writ  of  error.  Or  if  there  is  no  remedy  at  law,  and  the  judg- 
ments have  been  improperly  recovered  against  a  lunatic,  for 
pretended  claiiP99  which  were  not  justly  due,  it  may  be  a  proper 
case  for  the  committee  to  proceed  by  a  bill  in  equity,  to  be  re- 
lieved against  such  judgments."  (Matter  of  Sopper,  5  Paige^ 
491.)  The  Supreme  Court  refused,  under  our  iocm&t  system  of 
practice,  to  set  aside  a  judgment  obtained  by  default  against  a 
person  who  had  been  found  by  inquisition  to  be  i^n  habitual 
drunkard.  The  court  said :  ^^  We  do  not  think  the  proceedings 
irregular.  The  committee  should  apply  to  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery." (Clarke  a.  Dunham,  4  Deti.^  862,  where  Bobertson  a. 
Lain,  19  Wend.^  649,  is  cited.)  This  court  held,  in  Sternberg  a. 
Schoolcraft  (2  Barb,,,  153),  that  a  judgment  recovered  in  a  court 
of  law  against  a  person  who 'has  been  found  a  lunatic  or  an 
habitual  drunkard,  and  whose  person  and  property  have  been 
placed  in  the  custody  of  a  committee,  will  not,  for  that  reason, 
be  held  void.  The  same  doctrine  was  asserted  in  Crippen  a. 
Culver  (13  Barb.j  424).  -But  such  judgments  are  not  conclusive 
upon  the  committee  of  the  lunatic.  They  may  be^examined 
and  their  fairness  ascertained.  The  equitable  rights  of  the 
lunatic  will  be  protected.    (See  2  Paige^  153 ;  14  Barb,^  488.) 

It  is  clear  that  the  fairness  of  a  judgment  obtained  against  a 
lunatic  may  be  attacked  by  an  equitable  action  instituted  by  his 
committee.  It  may  be  modified  or  annulled  in  such  an  action. 
And  as  the  Court  of  -Chancery  has  been  abolished,  and  general 
jurisdiction  in  law  and  equity  has  been  conferred  on  this  court 
(Const^  art.  6,  §  3),  I  can  see  no  well-grounded  objection  to 
this  court  setting  aside  judgments  against  lunatics,  on  motions 
made  by  their  committees.  Difficult  questions  of  fact,  arising 
on  such  motions,  may  be  referred  to  a  referee  to  determine. 
{Code,  %  271,  subd.  3 ;  18  iT.  T.  (4  Smith),  484.) 

In  this  case  the  plaintiff  was  beaten  by  reason  of  a  settle- 
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ment,  which  the  inqmsition^jprima  faciei  ahows  was  made  with 
her  when  she  was  a  lanatic.  And  it  was  made  under  circum- 
BtaDces  tliat  satisfy  me  the  jndge  should  have  set  aside  the  judg- 
ment and  ordered  a  new  trial,  or  directed  a  reference  to  ascer- 
tain the  fairness  of  the  settlement  and  the  sanity  of  the  plaintiff 
at  the  time  she  made  it.  I  am,  therefore,  of  the  opinion  the 
order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed,  but  without  costs  to 
either  party,  as  the  practice  in  such  cases  has  not  been  settled 
BJnce  the  existing  organization  of  our  courts.  I  also  think  no  ^ 
other  disposition  of  the  motion  should  now  be  made,  for  the 
reason  that  we  have,  at  this  term,  reversed  the  judgment  against 
the  plaintiff,  and  granted  a  new  trial,  costs  to  abide  the  event, 
on  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  itself,  for  an  error  committed  on 
the  triid. 
Decision  accordingly. 


TAYLOR  a.  THE  MAYOR,  &a,  OP  NEW  YORK 

Supreme  Courts  First  District;  Special  Term^  September,  1860. 

Neglect  to  Fouo  Papebs. — Retubwing  Papers. 

Where  papers  are  to  be  returned  for  irregularity,  if  there  is  no  attorney*  s  name  on 
them,  they  ar«  to  be  retnmed  to  the  party. ''  If  the  party  is  a  mnnicipal  corpo- 
mtion,  haring  a  coanael  chosen  under  a  statute,  they  should  be  returned  to 
hiffl. 

Motion  hj  defendants  for  an  atta<^hment,  and  also  for  a  writ 
of  restitntion. 

John  W.  Ednumdsj  for  the  plaintiff,  objected  to  the  motion 
hemg  beard,  on  the  ground  that  the  papers  served  were  not 
folioed  as  required  bj  rale  20  of  the  rules  of  this  court. 

Wm.  Curtis  Ncyes^  John  McKeon^  and  Oreene  C,  Bronson, 
in  rapport  of  the  motion,  urged,  that  if  the  opposite  party  had 
intended  to  rely  on  this  objection,  he  should  have  returned  the 
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papers  within  twenty-four  hours,  to  the  party  serving  them,  in 
compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  same  rule. 

Counsel  opposed^  replied  that  they  would  have  returned  the 
papers,  but  did  not  know  to  whom  they  should  have  been  re- 
turned, as  no  name  of  any  attorney  or  counsel  for  the  defend- 
ants, the  moving  party,  appeared  anywhere  on  the  papers 
served. 

Inobaham,  J. — I  suppose  the  same  rule  applies  to  this  as  to 
an  ordinary  suit.  When  there  is  no  attorney's  name  oa  the 
papers,  then  the  party  is  the  person  to  whom  the  papers  are  to 
be  retui-ned.  Here  the  party  defendant  are  the  Corporation  of 
New  York,  and  you  have  knowledge  from  the  statute,  who  their 
counsel  and  attorney  is.  The  papers  should  have  been  re- 
turned to  him  or  to  the  attorney,  or  the  person  acting  on  the 
part  of  the  city  government.  When  a  technical  objection  of 
this  kind  is  made  and  relied  upon,  both  parties  are  required 
to  pay  strict  observance  to  what  the  rule  is.  It  was  just  as 
much  your  duty  to  return,  as  it  was  theirs  to  serve,  and  I  think 
that  you  have  failed  in  what  was  required  of  you  to  enable 
you  to  take  advantage  of  this  objection,  and  that  the  motion 
can  be  heard  notwithstanding. 

The  motion  then  proceeded. 


AOKEEMAN  a.  ACKERMAU, 
New  York  Common  Pleas  ;  Special  Term^  November^  1860. 

Attobnet'b  Liek. — ^ExBounoN. 


PlAintiflTs  attorney  has  a  lien  6n  the  judgment  for  his  connsel-fee,  over  and  above 
the  taxable  ooets ;  due  notice  of  such  lien  having  been  given  to  the  defendant. 
And  he  may  issue  execution  on  such  judgment  for  the  amount  of  such  fee,  si* 
though  a  satisfaction-piece  has  been  executed  by  plaintiff,  and  deUvered  to  de- 
fendant, and  filed  in  the  clerk's  office. 
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Motion  to  set  aside  execution. 

Judgment  was  entered  against  defendant  by  default  for 
$4,583.62.  Subsequently  plaintiff's  attorney  gave  defendant  no- 
tice in  writing,  that  he  claimed  a  lien  o)i  the  judgment  for  his 
couDfid-fee  of  IIOO,  over  and  above  the  costs.  After  service  of 
thai  notice,  plaintiff  and  defendant,  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
plaintiff's  attorney,  settled  the  suit,  and  plaintiff  gave  defendant 
a  gatisfaction-piece,  which  was  duly  filed  in  the  clerk's  office. 

Defendant  then  paid  plaintiff's  attorney  his  taxable  costs, 
I17.7S. 

Plaintiff's  attorney  not  knowing  that  the  satisfaction-piece 
bad  been  filed,  issued  execution  for  $72.27,  being  balance  of  his 
fees  after  crediting  defendant  with  amount  received  in  another 
matter. 

The  defendant  now  moved  to  set  aside  the  execution,  upon 
the  groand  that  satisfaction  was  entered  before  the  same  was 
ismed,  and  that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  had  settled. 

W.  J.  £anef  for  the  motion. 

A.  P.  Whitehead,  opposed. — ^I.  Plaintiff's  attorney  has  a  lien 
on  the  judgment  for  his  fees,  besides  costs,  and  after  notice  to 
defendant  of  such  lien,  defendant  settles  at  his  peril.  (Ward  a. 
Wordsworth,  1 K  D.  Smithy  598 ;  Hall  a.  Ayer,  9  Alhott^  Pr.^ 
220 ;  Kooney  a.  Second  Avenue  Eailroad  Co.,  18  N.  F.,  368.) 

IL  The  satisfaction-piece  was  filed  after  notice  of  the  lien, 
and  was  in  fraud  of  plaintiff's  attorney.  All  fraudulent  acts 
are  void.    The  satisfaction-piece  is  void  as  tp  plaintiff's  attorney. 

Bradt,  J. — ^IJpon  reflection  I  am  satisfied  that  the  satisfaction- 
piece  was  filed  by  the  defendant  with  full  knowledge  of  the  lien 
of  tbe  plaintiff's  attorney,  and  was  in  contravention  of  his  rights, 
and,  therefore,  as  to  him,  a  fraud. 

Having  arrived  at  this  conclusion,  the  motion  to  set  aside  the 
execution  ihust  be  denied,  unless  tlie  defendant  pays  to  the  at- 
torney of  the  plaintiff  $72.27,  being  the  balance  due  under  the 
lien,  within  twenty  days  after  service  of  the  order  to  be  entered 
hereon.  No  costs  to  either  party  on  this  motion,  but  sheriff's 
fees  to  be  paid  by  defendant. 

You  XI— 17 
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TDfDAL  a.  JONES. 

Supreme  CbuHj  Second  Dietrict;  Oeneral  Term^  May^  1860. 

Costs. — ^Exboftobs  and  Adminibtbatobs. 

Where  executors  or  administratorB  are  aabetituted  for  a  deceaned  defendant  in  a 
pending  action,  they  are  not  entitled  to  presentation  of  the  demand,  under  th« 
provisions  of  2  Revised  Statutes,  88-90, — ^relating  to  referring  claims  agaiiut 
estates  of  deceased  persons, — and  section  41  of  that  statnte  does  not  prevent 
plaintiff  from  recovering  costs  against  them  If  he  continues  the  action  and  re- 
covers judgment. 

Bpecial  application  to  the  court  for  leave  to  enter  judgment  in  such  case  Is  not 
necessary. 

Appeal  from  an  order  denjing  motion  to  set  aside  judgment 

The  action  was  originally  commenced  against  the  defeqdant 
intestate  to  recover  an  indebtedness  on  contract.  After  issue 
joined,  the  original  defendant  died,  and  the  present  defendant 
was  appointed  his  administratrix.  Plaintiff,  instead  of  present- 
ing his  claim  to  the  administratrix,  applied  for  and  obtained 
leave  to  continue  the  action  against  her  by  supplemental  com- 
plaint. He  proceeded  therein  to  judgment.  On  entering  judg- 
ment, the  clerk,  against  defendant's  objection,  allowed  him  costa, ! 
and  taxed  the  same.  I 

At  special  term  defendant's  motion  to  set  aside  the  judgment  i 
was.denied,  and  she  appealed. 

^WUKam  Skinner  and  E.  Cochran^  for  the  appellant 
'Mr.  Zarkin^  for  the  respondent 

By  the  Coubt.* — ^Emott,  J. — There  have  been  various  and 
contradictory  decisions  upon  the  question  presented  by  this  ap* 
peal.    In  McCann  a.  Bradley  (15  Saw.  Pr.y  79),  the  general 


*  Pk-esent^  Ekott,  Lott,  and  Bbowx,  JJ. 
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tenn  in  the  first  district  held  that  an  action  commenced  against 
k  defendant  in  his  lifetime,  and  revived  against  his  personal 
representatives  after  his  death,  was  within  section  41,  of  title  8, 
chapter  6,  part  2  of  the  Bevised  Statntes  (2  B&o.  Stat.,  90,  §  41) ; 
and  costs  could  not  be  recovered  unless  the  claim  had  been  pre- 
sented to  the  personal  representatives,  or  a  reference  refused, 
which  is  in  effect  to  saj  that  in  such  an  action  they  could  not 
\>e  recovered  at  all.  In  Haight  a.  Hayt,  which  is  not  reported 
on  this  point,  the  general  term  in  this  district  had  previously 
made  the  same  ruling.  This  case  went  to  the  Court  of  Appeals, 
bot  it  was  upon  the  merits,  and  by  an  appeal  by  the  defend- 
ants, and  the  question  of  the  plaintiffs'  right  to  costs  was  not 
presented  to  that  court  The  plaintiffs,  however,  were  allowed 
their  costs  of  both  the  appeals  in  the  same  action, — that  from 
the  circuit  to  the  general  term,  and  that  from  this  court  to  the 
Court  of  Appeals.  This  was  understood  to  have  been  permitted 
upon  the  ground  that  an  appeal  was  in  the  nature  of  a  new  ac- 
tion, and  that  the  executors,  having  appealed  from  the  judgment 
against  them,  ceased  to  be  defendants,  or  persons  against  whom 
ao  action  was  brought,  in  the  sense  of  the  statute.''^  On  the 
other  hand,  the  general  term  of  the  sixth  district,  in  Lemen  a. 
Wood  (16  ffow.  Pr.y  285) ;  and  the  full  bench  of  the  Superior 
Conrt,  in  Benedict  a.  Caffe  (3  Duerj  669),  took  a  directly  opposite 
Tiew  of  the  question.  In  the  latter  case,  in  particular,  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Slosson  discusses  the  question  at  large  in  a  well-considered 
opinion.  In  this  state  of  the  authorities  we  feel  at  liberty  to 
treat  the  question  as  open,  and  to  reconsider  the  decision  in  this 
district,  especially  as  it  has  never  been  reported,  and  is  sus- 
tained by  no  opinion. 

The  provisions  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  form  a  system  which 
is  complete  in  itself  in  regard  to  the  settlement  of  estates,  and 
the  collection  of  demands  against  them.  The  section  in  ques- 
tion is  part  of  that  system,  and  is  intended  to  give  to  executors 
and  administrators  notice  of  a  demand  made  upon  them,  and 
an  opportnnity^to  admit  it  and  agree  to  its  payment  in  the 

*  Af  to  this  Tiew  of  an  appeal,  consult  Enos  a.  Thomas  (6  Bow.  Pr.<,  859) ;  John- 
io&  <L  Teomans  (8  lb,,  140) ;  8eely  a.  Fritchard  (12  N.  T.  L^.  Obi.,  246) ;  Gtonnly 
i^  UclDtoch  (22  Both.,  271) ;  Harriott  a.  New  Jersey  Bailroad  Co.  (8  AhboU£  Pr,, 
2&4) ;  D'lrernois  a.  Leavitt  {lb.,  69) ;  and  see  People  a.  Judges  of  Suffolk  (24 
^end,,  249). 
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coarse  of  administration,  or  to  try  its  validity  in  a  cheap  and 
easy  mode,  if  it  depend  altogether  npon  questions  of  fact; 
but  in  cases  like  the  present,  the  intestate  has  in  his  lifetime  the 
opportunity  to  elect  whether  he  wonld  pay  or  resist  the  claim. 
He  elects  to  defend,  pats  the  party  making  the  claim  to  a  suit, 
and  may  pat  him  to  the  trouble  and  expense  of  a  litigation  in 
all  stages,  perhaps  including  several  trials,  down  to  its  final  re- 
sult He  dies,  it  may  be,  just  before  that  result  is  reached,  and 
the  effect  is  said  to  be  that  the  plaintiff  must  lose  his  right  to 
the  costs  already  incurred,  and  go  on  at  his  own  expense  for  all 
the  proceedings  in  the  suit,  past  and  to  come;  or  relinquish  his 
proceedings,  pay  his  costs  already  incurred,  and  then  exhibit 
his  claim,  like  every  other  creditor,  de  novo  under  the  statute. 
That  might  be  the  case  if  the  suit  finally  abated,  and  could  not 
be  revived,  although  even  then  it  would  be  highly  unjust.  £nt 
since  the  action  does  not  abate,  but  is  continued,  it  is  not  easy 
to  see  how  the  plaintiff  is  to  be  deprived  by  the  change  of  par- 
ties of  his  right  to  costs,  which  are  one  of  the  incidents  of  the 
suit,  and  depend  upon  no  other  contingency  than  final  success.  I 
exclude  of  course  from  this  remark  the  effect  of  the  action  of  the 
Legislature  while  the  suit  is  pending.  The  effeet  of  the  death  of 
the  original  defendant,  the  partial  abatement  in  consequence,  and 
subsequent  revivor  of  the  action,  is  only  to  substitute  new  par- 
ties. The  personal  representatives  are  put  in  the  place  of  the 
deceased,  just  as  the  assignors  of  a  bankrupt  are  substituted  for 
him.  The  interest  is  changed,  but  the  cause  of  action  and  the 
action  itself  survive.  There  is  no  abatement  in  strictness  and 
reality,  but  merely  a  temporary  defect  of  parties  in  consequence 
of  the  death  of  the  defendant  and  the  transmission  of  his  in- 
terest. In  analogous  cases  in  the  former  practice  of  the  Conrt 
of  Chancery,  the  action  was  not  so  suspended,  even  before  it  had 
been  revived  against  the  personal  representatives,  but  that  some 
proceedings  could  be  had  in  the  mean  time,  as  a  motion  to  dis- 
miss for  want  Of  prosecution,  or  an  application  for  a  receiver 
and  the  like.  The  representatives  of  a  deceased  defendant 
come  into  his  shoes  in  all  respects.  They  become  defendants  to 
a  suit  against  him,  not  an  action  which  has  been  brought  against 
them ;  and  the  action  must  proceed  against  them  as  it  wonld 
have  done  against  him.  If,  in  the  final  event,  it  turns  out  that 
the  plaintiff  recovers  a  judgment,  which  would  entitle  him  to 
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eoeto  had  the  original  defendant  sarvived,  he  has  the  same  right 
agaioflt  his.  legal  representatives  and  successors,  and  section 
317  of  the  Code  directs  how  that  judgment  shall  be  entered  and 
enforced. 

Nor  18  it  necessary  to  make  an  application  to  the  court  for 
leave  to  enter  a  judgment  for  the  costs  in  such  a  case.  Such 
an  application  is  only  necessary  when  the  award  or  refusal  of 
costs  rests  in  the  power  or  discretion  of  the  court,  or  at  least 
depends  upon  something  else  than  a  positive  direction  of  statute. 
In  cases  where  the  action  is  brought  against  executors  or  ad- 
ministrators, no  costs  are  recoverable  unless  the  plaintiff  has, 
before  bringing  the  action,  complied  with  the  conditions  of  the 
itatnte,  and  this  must  be  shown  to  the  court  outside  the  record ; 
bat  when  the  administrator  is  substituted  for  the  deceased  in  a 
pending  action,  as  in  this  case,  the  court  would  have  had  no 
more  to  pass  upon  in  such  an  application  than  if  a  similar  ap- 
plication were  made  in  the  case  of  a  living  defendant. 

The  plaintiff's  judgment  was  regular,  and  the  order  refusing 
to  set  it  aside  must  be  affirmed,  but  considering  the  conflicting 
character  of  the  decisions,  without  costs. 


Bbowk,  J. — ^Dissented. 


THE  PEOPLE  an  rd.  MITCHELL  a.  HAWS. 
S^eme  Cowi^  First  District ;  Special  Term^  JunSj  1860. 

COMPKHSATION  OF  JuDOES. — CoNSTrnmOKAL  LaW. 

nie  ic(  of  April,  1852,~2:aiM  qf  1S52, 602,  §7,— is  unoonrtitutiozial  so  &r  as  it 
usames  to  aotfaorize  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  raise  by  tax,  and  pay  an 
•ddidonal  compensation  to  the  jnstioes  of  the  first  judicial  district,  in  office  at 
the  time  of  its  passage. 

Demurrer  to  the  return  to  an  alternative  mandamus. 
Defendant  is  the  comptroller  of  the  city  of  Kew  York,  and 
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the  relator  sued  out  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  procure  payment  of 
»  additional  compensation  which  he  claimed  as  justice  of  the  Su- 
preme Court,  under  the  act  6{  1852. 

The  facts  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinion. 

B.  D.  StUimanj  for  the  relator. 

S".  H.  Andersanj  for  the  comptroller. 

Sutherland,  J. — ^The  question  in  this  case,  is  raised  by  the 
relator's  demurrer  to  the  retam  of  the  comptroller  to  an  alter- 
native writ  of  mandamus,  reqairing  him  to  draw  and  sign  his 
warrant  on  the  chamberlain  of  the  city,  for  the  payment  to  the 
relator  of  $8,250,  alleged  to  have  been  audited,  and  allowed, 
and  to  be  due  to  him,  as  a  justice  of  the  Supreme  Court,  or  U> 
shorw  cause,  &c. 

The  relator  was  elected  a  justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  prior 
to  the  year  1852 ;  and  during  that  year,  and  subsequently,  until 
the  Ist  day  of  January,  1858  (on  which  day  the  term  for  which 
he  was  elected  expired),  was  a  justice  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
resident  in  the  first  judicial  district. 

The  compensation  allowed  to  justices  of  the  Supreme  Court 
by  a  general  law  at  the  time  of  the  relator's  election,  was 
$2,500  per  annum,  and  this  compensation  was  paid  to,  and  re- 
ceived by  the  relator,  during  his  term  o^  office,  and  up  to  the 
Ist  day  of  January,  1858. 

On  the  16th  of  April,  1852,  the  Legislature  passed  an  act  to 
the  effect,  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  city  and  county 
of  New  York,  might  raise  by  tax  and  pay  to  the  justices  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  resident  in  the  first  judicial  district,  such  ad- 
ditional annual  compensation  as  they  might  deem  proper. 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  thereupon  passed  a  resolntion 
giving  an  additional  annual  compensation  of  $1,500  to  the  said 
justices. 

In  the  tax-levy  for  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  pro- 
vided for  by  act  of  April  19,  1859,  among  sundry  sums  of 
money,  the  said  Board  of  Supervisors  were  authorised  to  raise 
by  tax  in  the  usual  way,  for  arrearages  of  1858,  tlie  sum  of 
$41,189,  which  sum  was  made  up  in  part  of  the  sum  of  $8,350, 
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60  alleg^  to  be  due,  and  payable  to  the  relator  as  extra  com- 
pensation under  the  said  resolution  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors, 
and  of  other  sums  alleged  to  be  due  and  payable  to  Justices 
Edmonds,  Edwards,  and  Boosevelt,  under  the  same  resolution, 
and  as  like  extra  compensation ;  and  when  the  said  alternative 
mandamus  in  this  case  was  granted,  the  taxes  so  authorized 
bj  the  act  of  April  19,  1859,  were  mostly  collected  and 
paid. 

The  Board  of  Supervisors,  on  the  16th  day  of  August,  1859, 
passed  a  resolution,  auditing  and  allowing  the  bill  of  the  relator 
for  $8,250,  for  such  additional -annual  compensation  as  justice 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  first  judicial  district  up  to  1st 
Jannary,  1858,  and  directing  the  comptroller  to  pay  the  re- 
lator the  sum  so  allowed,  as  such  ^^  additional  annual  com- 
pensation." 

Demand  was  made  by  the  relator  on  the  comptroller  in  March, 
1860,  that  he  should  pay  the  amount  so  allowed  to  the  relator ; 
and  also  that  he  should  draw  and  sign  his  warrant  on  the  cham- 
berlain for  the  payment  of  that  sum  ;  but  the  comptroller  re- 
fused, until  the  right  of  the  relator  to  the  money  should  be 
jadicially  determined. 

To  an  alternative  writ  of  mandamus,  reciting  substantially, 
these  facts,  the  comptroller  makes  a  return  admitting  all  the 
matters  of  fact  set  forth  in  the  writ,  but  insisting,  that  the  act 
of  the  Legislature  of  the  16th  April,  1852,  allowing  the  Board 
of  Snpervisora  to  raise  by  tax,  and  pay  such  additional  annual 
eompensation,  so  far  as  it  authorized,  or  was  intended  to  au- 
thorize the  raising  and  payment  of  such  additional  compensa- 
tion to  the  relator  and  other  justices  resident  in  the  first  judicial 
district,  elected  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act,  and  in  office 
when  it  passed,  and  during  the  terms  for  which  they  had  been 
severally  elected,  was,  and  is  unconstitutional ;  and  that  the 
same,  and  the  said  resolutions  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  were 
wholly  without  force  and  inoperative  as  to  the  justices  last  men- 
tioned, and  did  not  and  do  not  authorize  the  payment  of  any 
amoant  to  either  of  the  s^d  justices. 

To  this  return,  the  relator  demurred. 

The  section  of  the  Constitution  containing  the  provision  re- 
ferred to,  and  insisted  u]^n  by  the  comptroller,  as  prohibiting 
the  passage  of  the  act  in  question,  so  far  as  it  applied,  or  was 
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intended  to  apply  to  jasticeB  elected  prior  to  the  'p^eB^,ge  of  the 
act,  and  in  office  at  tbe  time  of  its  pafifi^e,  is  as  follows : 

^'The  judges  of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  and  justices  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  shall  severally  receive  at  stated  times  for  their 
services  a  compensatipn  to  be  established  by  law^  which  shall 
not  be  incre^ed  or  diminished  during  their  continuance  in 
office/' 

The  question  then  presented  by  the  demurrer  is,  whether  the 
act  authorizing  the  payment  of  the  additional  compensation  is 
constitutional,  as  to  the  relator  and  other  justices  of  the  first 
judicial  district  in  office  when  tJiQ  act  was  passed. 

This  W4^s  the  only  question  arguied  before  me,  and  is  the  only 
question  in  the  case ;  for  the  resolution  of  the  Board  of  Super- 
yisors  allowing  the  additional  compen$ation,  on  the  relator's 
own  case,  must  be  assumed  to  have  been  passed  by  the  authority 
of  the  stajtute.  It  has  not  even  been  claimed  on  the  part  of  the 
relator,  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  independent  of  the  stat^ 
ute,  was  authorized  to  pass  either  of  the  resolutions  above  re- 
ferred to. 

The  only  question  then,  that  %  sh^U  consider  pr  decide,  is, 
whether  the  act  is  constitutional,  so  far  as  it  authorizes,  or  was 
iptended  to  authorize,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  raise  by  tax 
and  pay  an  additional  compensation  to  the  relator  and  other 
justices  of  the  first  judicial  district,  in  office  at  the  time  of  its 
passage. 

Constitutional  questions  demand  careful  consideration.  It  is 
a  grave  matter  to  pronounce  a  law  unconstitutional,  but  when 
the  purpose  or  ii^tent  of  a  constitutional  provision  has  been 
clearly  ascertained,  it  is  the  plain  duty  of  the  court  to  see  that 
such  provision  is  neither  defeated  or  evaded. 

Why  then,  was  the  constitutional  provision,  that  the  compen- 
sation to  be  established  by  law  for  judges  of  the  Court  of 
Appeals  an4  justices  of  the  Supreme  Court,  ^^  shall  not  be  in- 
creased or  diminished  during  their  continuance  in  office,"  in- 
serted in  the  Constitution  ?  What  was,  and  is,  its  purpose  or 
intent  f 

On  the  part  of  the  relator  it  is  ipsisted  that  this  provision 
was  intended  merely  to  protect  the  treasury  of  the  State ;  an^ 
as  the  additional  compensation  to  the  justices  of  the  first  judicial 
district,  by  the  act  aud  resolutions  in  question,  is  not  to  be  pai<l 
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oat  of  the  treasury  of  the  State,  bat  is  to  be  paid  by  the  an- 
thorities  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  directly,  and 
without  going  into  the  treasury  of  the  State,  out  .of  moneys 
raised  by  tax  on  property  taxable  in  that  city  and  county  alone, 
it  is  further  insisted,  that  the  payment  of  such  additional  com- 
pensation, even  to  the  justices  in  office  at  the  passage  of  the  act, 
by  force  and  authority  of  the  act,  would  not  at  all  interfere  with 
&e  proposed  object  or  intention  of  the  constitutional  provision. 
If  this  provision  was  intended  merely  to  protect  the  treasury 
d  the  State,  as  the  act  calls  for  nothing  from  the  treasury  of  the 
State,  I  do  not  see  how  its  constitutionality  could  be  questioned. 
But  was  the  provision  intended  merely  to  protect  the  State 
treasury?    In  terms  it  is  a  restriction  on  the  Legislature.    Was 
it  iDteuded  merely  to  protect  the  treasury  of  the  State  from  the 
Legislature  ?     Had  the  words  of  the  provision  been  ^^  shall  not 
^  increased,"  &c.,  and  not  as  they  are,  '^  shall  not  be  increased 
Of  diminished,"  c&c,  it  appears  to  me  that  you  could  not  say, 
with  any  propriety  of  language,  that  it  was  intended  to  protect 
the  treasury.     An  increase  of  salaries  would  have  called  for, 
md  we  must  assume  would  have  been  followed  by,  a  corre- 
sponding increase  of  taxation ;  and  thus  as  much  additional 
money  would  have  flowed  into  the  treasury  as  flowed  out  of  it, 
^d  the  treasury  would  have  been  kept  even.    I  do  not  see  how 
e^en  an  increase  of  the  salaries  of  any  State  officer  or  officers 
can  be  considered  an  attack  on  the  treasury  of  the  State,  al- 
though I  can  see  how  it  might  be,  on  the  taxpayers.    But  I  do 
not  see  how  it  can  be  said  that  this  provision  of  the  Constitution 
was  intended  to  protect  the  taxpayers ;  for  it  not  only  forbids 
an  increase,  but  also  a  diminution  of  the  compensation  ^'  to  be 
wtablished  by  law,  during,"  &c.,  and  it  would  be  absurd  to  say, 
^t  the  diminution  was  forbidden  with  intent  to  protect  either 
the  taxpayers  or  the  treasury.    Besides,  the  increase  or  diminu- 
tion ig  only  forbidden  "  during  their  continuance  in  office." 
These  words,  I  think,  show  conclusively,  that  it  was  not  the 
'Jiam  object  and  purpose  of  the  provision  to  protect  either  the 
treasury  or  the  taxpayer.    If  that  was  its  object  and  purpose, 
^l^y  did  it  not  absolutely  forbid  an  increase  of  the  "  compensa- 
tion to  be  established  by  law,"  instead  of  limiting  the  prohibi- 
tion to  the  continuance  in  office. 
Tktte  are  provisions  in  the  Constitution,  put  there  to  protect 
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the  State  treasury ;  such  as  section  8,  of  article  7,  which  forbidi 
paying  money  out  of  the  treasury  except  under  legislative  ap- 
propriation. There  are  numerous  other  provisions  to  protect 
the  taxpayer ;  such  as  section  9  of  the  same  article,  which  for- 
bids the  loaning  of  the  credit  of  the  State  to  individuals,  asso- 
ciations, &c. ;  sections  10,  11,  and  12,  of  the  same  article, 
limiting  the  power  to  contract  debts ;  and  sections  13  and  14 
regulating  the  power  to  impose  taxes,  &c.  But  it  is  quite  clear 
to  me,  that  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  in  question,  was 
not  put  in  the  Constitution  either  to  protect  the  State  treasury 
or  the  taxpayer,  although  incidentally  and  to  a  certain  extent 
it  may  protect  both. 

A  careful  examination  of  the  question  has  convinced  me,  con- 
trary to  the  impression  left  upon  my  mind  by  its  argument  in 
this  case,  that  the  main  object  and  purpose  of  putting  this  pro- 
vision in  the  Constitution  was  to  secure  the  independence  and 
integrity  of  the  judges  and  justices  during  their  continuance  in 
office — to  protect  them  from  the  Legislature,  not  the  State 
treasury,  or  the  taxpayer ;  so  that  they  could  and  would  finnly 
discharge  their  duties,  without  the  fear  of  a  reduction,  or  the 
favor  of  an  increase  of  their  salaries,  by  the  Legislature,  during 
their  continuance  in  office. 

This  is  shown,  I  think,  not  only  by  the  fact,  that  the  provision 
in  terms,  applies  only  to  judges  and  justices  after  their  election 
to  office,  and  during  their  continuance  in  office,  but  is  most  con- 
sistent with  the  history  and  general  frame  of  these  written  Con- 
stitutions of  government. 

The  history  of  the  written  Constitutions,  which  resulted  from 
the  Revolution,  shows,  that  it  was  the  intention  in  framing  them 
to  make  the  executive,  legislative,  and  judicial  powers,  or  de- 
partments of  government,  not  only  independent  of  each  other, 
but  checks  upon  each  other.  These  Constitutions  were  not  only 
grants  of  power,  but  regulations  of  granted  power.  Besides 
numerous  express  restrictions,  and  a  qualified  veto  provided  by 
them  as  checks  upon  the  legislative  power,  it  necessarily  fol- 
lowed,  from  the  very  frame  of  these  Constitutions,  that  the 
judicial  power  was  the  ultimate  check  upon  both  the  legislative 
and  executive  powers ;  for  these  Constitutions  were  to  be  con- 
strued ;  and  from  the  very  nature  of  the  duty,  it  became  the 
province  and  duty  of  the  judges  to  construe  them;  and  be- 
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hind  the  constraction  of  the  ultimate  court  having  jurisdiction 
of  the  question  and  of  the  parties,  there  lies  only  obediei^ce  or 
revolution, 

Onr  State  Constitution  of  1846,  seems  to  have  been  framed  in 
a  spirit  of  increased  distrust  of  the  legislative  power.  The  ex- 
press restrictions  on  the  Legislature  in  it,  are  much  more  numer- 
ous than  in  either  of  the  previous  Constitutions.  Besides  these 
express  restrictions,  there  are  certain  limitations  of  the  legis- 
lative power  granted,  necessarily  to  be  implied  from  the  pur- 
poses and  object  of  civil  government,  and  from  the  fact  that 
the  legislative  power  is  granted. 

Now,  as  an  act  of  the  Legislature  not  authorized  by  the  Con- 
stitution, if  it  escapes  the  executive  veto,  if  questioned,  has  yet 
to  pass  the  judicial  scrutiny,  is  it  extraordinary  that  the  same 
Constitution  which  contains  these  increased  express  restrictions 
on  the  Legislature,  and  makes  the  judges  and  justices  elective 
for  short  terms,  should  provide  that  the  salaries  of  the  judges 
and  justices  should  neither  be  ^Mncreased  nor  diminished  during 
their  continuance  in  office,"  so  ^  that  they  could  be  neither 
starved  or  induced  into  a  pliant  adoption  of  a  construction  by 
the  Legislature  of  the  constitutional  restrictions  and  limitations 
of  its  own  power? 

These  considerations  lead  me  to  the  conclusion  that  the  main 
purpose  and  object  of  this  constitutional  prohibition  of  an 
increased  compensation  during  the  continuance  in  office  only, 
and  of  course  only  after  a  judge's  or  justice's  election,  was  in- 
tended to  prevent  the  judges  of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  and  the 
justices  of  the  Supreme  Court,  from  being  placed  under  obliga- 
tions to  the  Legislature. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  Constitution  preventing  judges  or 
justices  from  receiving  presents  or  gifts  from  individuals,  or 
corporations,  private  or  municipal.  K  the  supervisors  of  the 
city  and  county  of  New  York,  or  the  Common  Council  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  had  undertaken  by  resolution  or  ordinance, 
without  and  independent  of  any  act  or  authority  of  the  Legis- 
lature, to  pay  the  justices  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  first 
judicial  district  an  increased  annual  compensation,  certainly  this 
constitutional  provision  would  have  had  nothing  whatever  to  do 
with  the  question  of  the  legality  or  validity  of  such  resolution 
or  ordinance,  even  as  to  the  justices  then  in  office ;  for  it  is  plain 
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that  the  constitational  provision  is,  »nd  was  intended  to  be,  a' 
mere  restrictioa  on  the  Legislature  onlj.  Bnt  it  appears  from 
the  resolution  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  16th  of  August, 
1859,  auditing  and  allowing  the  claims  of  the  relator  and  others 
for  additional  compensation,  that  such  claims  were  presented, 
and  audited,  and  allowed,  and  directed  to  be  paid,  in  pursuance 
of  the  act  of  the  Legislature,  and  of  tlie  resolution  of  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  of  December  27, 1852 ;  and  the  relator's  whole 
case  and  right,  as  presented  in  the  alternative  writ  ot  mandanms, 
and  by  the  argument  of  his  counsel  before  me,  is  founded  and 
proceeds  upon  the  theory,  that  the  resolution  of  December  27, 
1852,  was  passed  by  authority  of  the  act  of  the  Legislature ; 
and  the  compti*oller  assuming  this,  as  he  had  a  right  to  assume 
on  the  relator's  own  ease,  in  his  return  eets  up  and  insists  upon 
the  unconstitutionality  of  the  act,  as  to  the  relator  and  other 
justices  elected  prior  to,  and  in  office  at  the  time  of  its  passage. 

It  is  plain,  then,  that  I  am  not  permitted  to  speculate  on  the 
question,  whether  the  Board  of  Supervisors  by  virtue  of  general 
authority,  or  under  general  laws,  had  authority  to  pass  the  res- 
olutions ;  or  whether  the  city  of  New  York,  as  a  Corporation, 
under  its  charter  or  otherwise,  without  and  independent  of  any 
special  act  or  authority  of  the  Legislature  would  have  had  a 
right  to  raise  and  pay  the  additional  compensation ;  but  that  in 
deciding  the  question  of  the  constitutionality,  I  must  assume  that 
the  resolutions  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  were  passed  by  force 
and  authority  of  the  act  in  question ;  and  if  the  increased  com- 
pensation claimed  by  the  relator  is  paid  to  him,  that  it  must  be 
paid  to  him  by  force'and  authority  of  the  act. 

This  being  so,  it  follows,  if  the  views  above  presented  as  to 
the  purpose  and  object  of  the  constitutional  provision  relied 
upon  by  the  comptroller  are  correct,  that  the  act  is  unconsti- 
tutional, and  the  resolutions  passed,  or  purporting  to  have  been 
passed  by  its  authority  void,  as  to  the  relator  and  other  jasti- 
ces  of  the  first  judicial  district,  in  office  when  the  act  was  passed. 
If  the  constitutional  prohibition  of  an  increased  compensation 
^^  during  their  continuance  in  office,"  was  intended  to  prevent  the 
justices  from  being  placed  under  obligations  to  the  Legislature, 
or  to  a  Legislature,  during  their  terms  of  office;  and  the 
increased  compensation  claimed  by  the  relator  and  others  in 
office  when  the  act  was  passed  is  claimed  by  them,  and  if  paid, 
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*»  to  be  paid  under  and  bj  authority  of  the  act ;  does  it  uot 
follow  that  the  act  is  unconetitational  ae  to  the  relator  and  such 
other  justices  f  What  differeuce  does  it  make  to  the  relator, 
whether  his  Increased  compensation  is  paid  to  him  by  the  comp- 
troller or  chamberlain  of  the  city  of  New -York,  or  the  comp* 
troUer  or  treasurer  of  the  State.  If  he  is  paid  by  the  comp* 
trailer  or  chamberlain  of  the  city  of  New  York,  by  force  and 
authority  of  the  act,  he  is  just  as  much  indebted  to  the  Legis- 
lature for  his  additional  pay  as  .though  he  received  it  from  the 
comptroller  or  treasurer  of  the  State. 

It  is  clear,  then,  that  the  act  in  question,  so  far  as  it  was  in- 
tended to  authorize  an  additional  compensation  to  the  relator 
and  other  justices  of  the  first  judicial  district,  in  office  when 
passed,  was  within  the  mischief  intended  to  be  remedied  or  pre- 
vented by  the  constitutional  provision,  if  I  am  right  in  my  view  ' 
of  its  purpose  and  object. 

If  as  was  suggested  on  the  argument,  and  as  the  history  of 
the  legislation  as  to  judges'  salaries  in  this  State  prior  to  the 
Constitution  of  1846  might  lead  one  to  suppose,  the  consti* 
tutional  prohibition  of  increased  compensation  was  intended  not 
only  to  make  the  judges  and  justices  independent  of  the  Legis- 
lature, but  to  relieve  the  Legislature  from  their  solicitations  for 
an  increase  of  salaries,  it  as  clearly  follows  from  the  views  that 
We  been  presented,  that  the  act  in  question  was  and  is  within 
the  mischiefs  intended  to  be  remedied  or  prevented  by  the 
constitutional  jH'ohibition,  so  far  as  the  act  was  intended  to 
apply  to,  and  benefit  justices  in  office  at  the  time  of  its  passage, 
and  during  their  continuance  in  office. 

It  has  been  suggested  if  the  act  in  question,  so  far  as  it  au- 
thorizes increased  compensation  to  the  justices  of  the  first  judi- 
cial district  then  in  office  is  unconstitutional,  that  the  authority 
given  by  another  section  of  the  act  to  pay  justices  from  other 
districts  assigned  to  perform  judicial  services  in  the  first  ju- 
dicial district  under  the  act,  is,  and  must  be  also  unconsti- 
tntional. 

I  think  not,  even  as  to  justices  of  other  districts  then  in  office. 
The  services  to  be  performed  by  justices  irom  other  districts  are 
extra  services,  out  of  their  districts,  and  over  and  above  such  as 
they  were  elected  to  perform  in  th^ir  districts.  The  $8  per  day 
•Ilowed  them  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  under  the  act  for  the 
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services,  places  them  under  no  obligations  either  to  the  Legis- 
lature or  the  city — ^for  the  extra  paj  they  do  extra  work.  But 
if  the  increased  compensation  is  paid  to  the  relator  and  other 
justices  of  the  first  judicial  district  elected  prior  to  the  act,  it  is 
to  be  paid  to  them  for  the  services  which  they  were  elected  to 
perform,  and  which  they  would  have  performed  had  the  act 
authorizing  the  additional  compensation  never  been  passed. 

My  conclusion  is  that  the  comptroller  must  have  judgment 
on  the  demurrer,  with  costs. 


WOLFE  a.  THE  SUPERVISOBS  OF  RICHMOND. 

Supreme  Courts  First  IHstrtct;  Special  Terrn^  1860. 

Complaint  against  the  Countt  fob  Injubt  done  by  Mob. — 
PLBADiNa  Passage  op  Statute. — OoNSTrrunoNAL  Law. 

In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  injnries  to  person  or  property,  it  Is  not  neces- 
sary to  aver  in  the  complaint  that  the  acts  complained  of  did  not  oocar  through 
the  negligence  or  carelessness  of  the  plaintlir.  The  same  rale  applies  to  actions 
against  a  city  or  county,  under  the  act  of  1856,  to  recover  for  injuries  done  by 
a  mob. 

In  pleading  a  statute  which  Is  of  such  a  nature  that  a  three-fifths  vote  Is  required 
to  pass  it,  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  such  a  vote  was  had.  An  avennent 
that  the  statute  was  passed  is  sufficient. 

The  object  of  the  provision  of  art.  10,  §  1,  of  the  Ck>nstitutlon,— that  the  county 
shall  not  be  answerable  for  acts  of  the  sheriff, — is  merely  that  for  any  thing 
done  by  the  sheriff  in  the  discharge  of  his  official  duties,  the  county  should  not 
be  liable ;  and  the  act  of  1866,  which  makes  counties  liable  for  injoiies  com- 
mitted by  a  mob,  is  not  repugnant  to  the  Constitution. 

The  liability  imposed  by  that  act  is  irrespective  of  any  inability  or  neglect  on  the 
part  of  the  sheriff. 

Demurrer  to  complaint 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Inobarak,  J. — ^The  plaintiff  claims  to  recover  damages  for 
property  destroyecl  bj  a  mob  in  the  county  of  Bichmond.    The 
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compIaiDant  avers  that  he  was  the  owner  of  goods  and  chattels 
in  the  town  of  Westfield  ;  that  a  riot  was  there  committed  by 
certtiin  persons,  and  the  dwelling-honse  in  which  such  goods 
and  chattels  then  were,  was  set  on  fire  bj  a  mob,  and  the  prop- 
erty of  the  plaintiff  was  thereby  destroyed.  The  complaint 
farther  avers  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  apprised  of  any  threat 
or  attempt  to  destroy  or  injure  his  property. 

The  defendants  demur  to  the  complaint,  for  the  cause  that  it 
appears  on  the  face  of  the  complaint  that  the  same  does  not 
Btate  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

This  action  is  brought  under  the  statute  of  1S55  {Laws  of 
1855,  800,  ch.  428),  which  provides  that  any  city  or  county 
Bhall  be  liable  to  an  action  by,  or  in  behalf  of  the  party  whose 
property  was  thus  destroyed  or  injured  for  the  damages  sus- 
tained by  reason  thereof. 

It  is  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  aver  in  the  complaint 
that  he  did  not  aid  in,  assist,  or  permit  the  destruction  of  the 
property.  He  avers  that  the  act  was  done  by  the  mob,  and 
there  is  nothing  in  the  statute  which  requires  any  other  aver- 
ment It  is  never  necessary  in  a  complaint  for  injury  to  the 
person  or  to  property,  to  aver  that  the  act  did  not  occur  through 
the  negligence  or  carelessness  of  the  plaintiff.  That  may  be 
shown  by  the  defendant  as  matter  of  defence  upon  the  trial ; 
hot  it  is  not  necessary  to  be  averred  in  the  complaint,  any  more 
than  it  is  necessary  upon  the  trial  for  the  plaintiff,  in  making 
his  case,  to  prove  in  the  first  instance  that  he  was  not  at  fault, 
either  though  carelessness  or  negligence.  The  defendant  may 
prove  it,  and  if  any  proof  of  that  character  is  offered,  the  plain- 
tiff then,  and  not  before,  is  required  to  show  that  he  was  free 
from  such  fault. 

The  objection  that  the  act  of  1855  was  not  passed  by  a  three- 
fifths  vote,  cannot  be  taken  on  this  demurrer.  It  does  not  ap- 
pear on  the  face  of  the  complaint  that  any  such  objection  ex- 
ists. Tlie  complaint  avers  that  the  statute  was  passed  by  the 
Legislature.  In  the  absence  of  any  proof  on  that  subject,  we 
must  presume  that  it  was  properly  passed. 

The  only  objection  remaining  is  to  the  constitutionality  of  the 
act  of  1855.  This  does  not  involve  any  question  as  to  the 
power  and  authority,  or  as  to  the  liability  and  duty  of  the 
sheriff    That  he  has  power  to  suppress  riots,  and  for  that  pur- 
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pose  to  use  the  whole  force  of  the  cotrntj^  eannot  be  doubted. 
Bnt  the  action  ie  not  founded  on  any  injury  arising  from  the  act 
of  the  sheriff.  It  is  the  reverse.  It  rests  entirefy  on  the  \act8 
of  those  engaged  in  the  riot,  whether  they  were  committed  in 
consequence  of  the  inability  or  neglect  of  the  proper  authori- 
ties to  maintain  the  peace  by  preventing  or  suppressing  riots. 
Upon  the  same  principle,  acts  of  negligence  by  corporate  au- 
thorities are  the  grounds  of  action  by  individuals  whoee  prop- 
erty is  damaged  by,  or  in  consequence  of  sn^h  negligence, 
when,  if  the  injury  bad  arisen  from  the  acts  themselves,  properly 
performed,  no  damage  could  be  recovei'ed.  The  eases  of  Mayor, 
&c.  a.  Furze  (3  HiU,  612) ;  Mayor,  &c.  a.  Lloyd  (1  Sdd.,  869); 
Hutson  a.  Mayor  (5  /}.,  163),  and  others  cited  in  those  cases, 
are  in  point  to  show  that  such  actions  may  be  maintained  for 
negligence  causing  damage.  And  Wilson  a,  TULajOTj  &c.  (1  Den.y 
595),  is  important  to  show  that  by  acts  legally  done,  although 
injurious,  no  liability  exists. 

The  statute  (1  Bev.  Staty  384)  provides  for  bringing  actions 
against  a  county  in  the  name  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  I 
do  not  understand  the  defendants  as  objecting  to  the  mode 
in  which  the  action  is  brought ;  but  to  the  power  of  the  Legis- 
lature to  impose  upon  the  county  this  liability  under  the  act  of 
1865. 

I  suppose  it  must  be  conceded  that  the  Legislature  has  ample 
power  to  declare  any  act  legal  or  illegal,  and  to  impose  liability 
for  damages  to  a  party  injured,  in  all  cases  in  Which  there  is  no 
restriction  contained  in  the  fundamental  law  whith  limits  their 
powers.  If  the  Constitution  does  not  affix  a  limit,  by  prescrib- 
ing cases  in  which  they  may  not  act,  they  have  full  authority 
to  legislate  in  regard  thereto. 

The  defendants,  however,  contend  that  such  prohibition  is 
contained  in  section  1,  of  article  10  of  the  Constitution,  which 
says :  "  The  county  shall  never  be  made  answerable  for  the  acts 
of  the  sheriff."  The  true  construction  of  this  clause  is,  that  for 
any  thing  done  by  the  sheriff  in  the  discharge  of  his  official 
duties,  the  county  should  not  be  liable.  If  it  had  been  averred 
that  the  sheriff,  while  attempting  to  preserve  the  peace,  illegally 
took  possession  of,  and  destroyed  the  plaintiff's  property,  this 
provision  would  apply,  and  would  protect  the  county  from  lia- 
bility.   In  the  present  case,  however,  I  do  not  understand  this 
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action  to  be  founded  on  any  claim  for  damages  arising  out  of 
the  acts  of  the  sheriff.  The  statute  of  1855  does  not  place  the 
respoDsibility  either  on  the  act  of  the  sheriff,  nor,  as  the  defend- 
ant Bupposee,  on  the  neglect  of  the  sheriff  to  act.  The  only 
ground  of  liability  is  the  existence  of  a  mob  or  riot  in  the 
connty,  and  the  destruction  of  property  by  such  mob. 

Tke  propriety  of  charging  the  people  of  counties  with  the 
consequences  of  riots  within  the  county  is  apparent.  It  is  not 
to  pnnish  them  for  the  acts  or  negligence  of  the  sheriff,  but  for 
their  own  conduct  in  permitting  riots  to  take  place.  The  sheriff 
could  do  nothing  without  the  aid  of  the  people.  It  becomes  a 
matter  of  interest  to  them  to  preyent  and  suppress  riots,  if  the 
statute  makes  them  responsible  for  the  damages  proceeding 
therefrom ;  and  although  the  sheriff  is  the  officer  to  whom  the 
aodiority  is  specially  committed,  yet  there  are  other  officers  in 
the  county  who,  with  him,  have  authority  to  arrest  all  offenders 
against  the  public  peace.  It  is  no  more  intended  to  make  the 
eoQutf  liable  for  the  acts  of  the  sherifl^  than  for  other  officers. 

The  provision  in  the  statute  which  requires  notice  to  be  given 
to  the  sheriff  in  the  county,  requires  the  like  notice  to  be  given 
to  the  mayor  of  a  city ;  but  no  part  of  the  statute  contemplates 
the  liability  as  limited  by  the  neglect  of  the  sheriff  to  discharge 
his  duties. 

The  inability  of  the  sheriff  to  do  what  is  necessary  to  suppress 
a  riot,  is  no  more  a  defence  to  this  action  than  his  neglect  would 
be  a  ground  for  it.  The  liability  is  irrespective  of  either,  and  is 
imposed  for  the  destruction  of  property  by  the  riot,  whether  the 
sheriff  has  done  all  in  his  power  or  not  to  prevent  it. 

This  notice  is  not  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  any  liability  on  the 
sheriff.  The  party  whose  property  is  in  danger  is  required  to 
avoid  every  thing  which  might  aid,  sanction,  or  permit  the  in- 
JQr7tobe  done;  and  where  he  knows  of  the  intended  injury,  he 
is  required  to  use  all  reasonable  diligence  to  prevent  it ;  and  a» 
^  evidence  that  he  has  used  such  diligence,  he  is'  required  to 
show  that  he  has  applied  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  for  pro- 
tection. The  notice  to  the  sheriff,  so  far  as  the  plaintiff's  rights 
«fe  involved,  is  intended  for  no  other  purpose. 

Il^e  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  on  the  demurrer,  with 
We  to  defendants  to  answer,  on  payment  of  costs. 

VouXL— 18 
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LAMOREE'S  CASE. 
Supreme  CcvHy  Second  Disl/rict  /  Oeneral  Term^  May^  1860. 

LUNAOT. — SsLBOnON  AHD  AfPOXHTMERT  OF  CoHMmSB. 


The  filing  and  confirmation  of  an  inqoisition  on  a  writ  dt  hmaHoo  mquirmth,  ihoold 

not  be  set  aside  for  mere  irregularity « where  there  is  no  room  whaterer  fordoobt 

of  the  lunacy  of  the  person  concerned. 
The  appointment  of  a  stranger  as  committee  of  a  lunatic  without  request  of  the 

relatives  and  next  of  kin  of  the  lunatic,  and  without  a  reference,  and  withont 

notice  to  persons  procpectirely  interested  in  the  estate,  is  not  authorised  bjtbfi 

practice  of  the  court. 
It  is  no  objection  to  the  appointment  of  a  person  who  is  a  resident  of  tlie  State, 

and  within  its  jurisdiction,  that  he  is  not  a  resident  of  the  county,  in  the  Goantf 

Court  of  which  the  proceedings  are  had. 

Appeal  from  order  of  the  Coantj  Court  denying  a  motion  to 
Bet  aside  an  inquisition  of  lunacy  and  an  order  appointing  a 
committee. 

m 

Jerusha  Lamoree  was,  ^By  proceedings  on  a  writ  de  lunaUeo 
i/nquirendo^  in  the  County  Court  of  Dutchess  county,  declared 
a  lunatic,  and  subsequently,  on  the  application  of  the  petitioDer, 
a  committee  was  appointed  of  her  person  and  estate.  On  be- 
half of  parties  interested,  a  motion  was  made  before  the 
County  Court  to  set  aside  the  proceedings,  which  being  denied, 
the  present  appeal  was  taken.  The  grounds  of  the  questions 
raised  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Wilher  <b  Van  Clief^  for  the  appellants. 
E.  Orufnmyy  for  the  respondents. 

By  the  Coubt.* — ^Bbowk,  J — The  papers  read  upon  liia  mo- 
tion before  the  Co^nty  Court,  ajSbrd  ground  for  the  belief  that 
the  proceedings  upon  the  execution  of  the  writ  de  lunatico  i^ 

*  Present,  Lott,  Emott,  and  Baowir^  JJ. 
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quirendo  were  not  free  from  some  irregularity,  and  if  the  prin* 
cipal  fact  which  it  was  the  object  of  the  proceedings  to  establish 
and  ascertain  was  left  open  to  any  doubt,  it  might  be  right  to 
set  them  aside,  and  institute  a  new  inquiry,  so  that  the  mental 
condition  of  the  person  a£Eected  by  them  should  be  established 
positively  and  certainly.  The  lunacy  of  Jerusha  Lamoree  is 
not)  as  I  understand,  disputed.  Her  relatives,  and  all  others 
who  know  any  thing  of  the  state  of  her  mind,  concur  with  the 
iury  in  the  opinion  that  she  is  a  lunatic  and  incapable  of  mana- 
ging her  affairs,  and  unfit  to  govern  herself.  Under  such  cir- 
cumstances, no  good  purpose  could  be  served  by  vacating  the 
proceedings  prior  to,  and  including  the  filing  and  confirmation 
of  the  inquisition,  and  we  are,  therefore,  of  the  opinion  that  the 
Coanty  Court  did  right  to  deny  tliat  part  of  the  motion. 

The  petitioner,  upon  whose  application  the  proceedings  were 
institute,  is  Susan  Van  Wagner,  and  they  were  conducted  up 
to  the  5th  December,  1859,  by  Tallman,  Payne  &  Lord,  as 
her  attorneys.  On  that  day,  by  a  written  consent  to  that  effect, 
thej  ceased  to  act  further  in  that  capacity,  and  Wilber  &  Yan 
Clief,  were  substituted  in  their  place. 

A  petition  was  prepared,  signed,  and  sworn  to,  by  Susan  Yan 
Wagner,  on  the  24th  November,  1 859,  praying  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  Alexander  H.  Yail,  of  Schodack,  in  the  county  of 
Bensselaer,  and'Itobert  Cookingham,  of  Hyde  Park,  Dutchess 
connty,  committee  of  the  person  and  estate  of  the  lunatic.  An- 
nexed to  it  was  the  written  consent  of  her  brother,  George 
Smith,  that  they  be  appointed  such  committee.  Cookingham, 
it  appears,  is  nephew  and  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  the  lunatic, 
aad  Alexander  H.  Yail  is  her  brother-in-law.  The  time  when 
this  petition  was  presented,  and  the  order  consequent  upon  it 
obtained,  is  one  of  the  points  in  dispute — the  moving  party 
alleging  that  it  occurred  after  Tallman,  Payne  &  Lord  had 
been  superseded  in  their  office  as  the  attorneys  of  the  petitioner, 
and  on  that  account  unauthorized  and  irregular ;  while  the  ad- 
verse side  allege  it  was  presented,  and  the  order  obtained  for  the 
appointment  of  the  committee  on  the  3d  day  of  December,  which 
is  the  day  of  the  caption  of  the  order. 

In  the  view  I  entertain  of  the  case,  the  real  time  is  of  little 
congequence.  The  order  is  made  upon  reading  and  filing  the 
in^^uisition,  and  also  upon  reading  and  filing  the  petition  of 
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Basan  Yan  Wagner,  and  declares  that  Alfred  Dner,  of  the  tovu 
of  Clinton,  be  appointed  committee  of  the  person  and  estate  d 
the  lunatic,  npon  giving  the  cnstomaiy  bond  in  the  penal  scm 
of  $25,000. 

The  real  complaint  of  the  moving  party  is  the  malriiig  of  this 
appointment,  and  I  am  constrained  to  saj  that  the  complaint  is 
jnst ;  for  the  appointment  of  a  stranger  to  execute  a  tro^  »o 
delicate  and  of  such  responsibility,  withoat  the  request  o(  the 
relatives  and  next  of  kin  of  the  lunatic,  without  an  order  ti 
reference,  and  without  notice  to  the  persons  having  a  prospec- 
tive interest  in  the  estate,  is  not  authorized  by  the  practice  o: 
the  courts  having  jurisdiction  over  such  matters. 

If  the  next  of  kin  unite  in  a  petition,  and  name  a  propo' 
person  as  committee,  or  give  their  consent  in  writing  to  the 
appointment  of  a  particular  person,  it  is  usual  to  select  such  per- 
son. But  if  the  next  of  kin  have  not  assented  or  united  in  the 
petition,  there  should  be  an  order  of  reference,  and  then  the 
next  of  kin  are  entitled  to  notice  of  the  proceedings  upon  the 
reference,  and  to  propose  themselves  as  the  committee. 

In  the  Matter  of  Taylor  (9  Paige^  611),  the  chancellor  held 
that  it  is  not  a  matter  of  course  to  commit  the  guardianship  d 
the  estate  of  a  lunatic  to  those  who  are  presumptively  entitled 
to  it  upon  his  death,  as  heirs  or  next  of  kin.  But  they  will  be 
appointed  the  committee  of  hia  estate  when  it  satisfactorily  ap- 
pears to  the  court  they  are  the  persons  most  likely  to  protect 
his  property  from  loss. 

Blackstone,  in  his  commentaries  (1  BUicJeat.  Com.^  305),  after 
saying  that,  to  prevent  sinister  practices,  "  the  next  heir  is  sel- 
dom permitted  to  be  the  committee  of  the  person,  because  it  ib 
his  interest  that  the  party  should  die,"  also  says :  ^^  But  it  hath 
been  said  there  is  not  the  same  objection  against  his  next  Ids, 
provided  he  be  not  his  heir,  for  it  is  his  interest  to  preserve  the 
lunatic's  life  in  order  to  increase  the  personal  estate  by  savings, 
which  he  or  his  family  may  hereafter  be  entitled  to  enjoy.  The 
heir  is  generally  made  the  manager  or  committee  of  the  es- 
tate, it  being  clearly  his  interest  by  good  management  to  keep 
it  in  condition,  accountable,  however,  to  the  Court  of  Chancerr, 
and  to  the  non  compos  himself,  if  he  recovers,  or  otherwise  to 
his  administrators." 

In  Exjp.  Le  Heup  (18  Fe«.,  221),  the  master  had  approved  of 
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the  appointment  of  a  stranger,  as  committee  of  the  estate,  in  prefer- 
ence to  the  lunatic's  uncle  and  another  who  had  been  proposed, 
and  both  were  unexceptionable.  Lord  Eldon  sent  back  the  re- 
port to  be  reconsidered,  and  said,  that  when  strangers  are  ap- 
|>oiiited,  thej  acquire  an  influence  over  the  private  and  domestic 
coDcerns  of  a  familj,  which  ought  always  to  be  restricted  if 
po^ible  within  the  circle  of  the  family  itself. 

The  law  in  dealing  with  the  persons  and  estates  of  that  un- 
fortonate  class  who  are  bereft  of  reason  and  intelligence,  pro- 
ceeds upon  principles  which  must  commend  themselves  to  the 
sanction  and  approbation  of  every  humane  and  enlightened 
mind.  Considering  the  close  and  intimate  relations  which  th^ 
committee  must  maintain  with  the  family  and  relatives  of  the 
lunatic,  his  power  of  control — all  but  absolute — over  his  person 
and  property,  the  remote  possibility  of  his  ever  being  in  a  con- 
dition to  make  any  disposition  of  his  estate,  which  shall  prevent 
iU  descent  and  transmission  to  the  heirs-at4aw  and  next  of  kin, — 
a  rule  of  practice  or  of  positive  legislation  which  would  justify 
the  appointment  of  a  stranger  to  execute  the  trust  of  committee, 
without  the  assent  and  against  the  will  of  his  family  or  other 
relatives,  and  without  any  sufficient  or  adequate  cause,  would 
he  oppressive  and  intolerable.  It  would  be  little  less  offensive 
than  to  deprive  a  person  of  his  property  without  cause,  and 
without  the  authority  of  law. 

In  respect  to  character,  capacity,  and  responsibility,  we  think 
Hr.  Alfred  Duer  entirely  unexceptionable.  But  he  is  a  stranger 
to  the  lunatic ;  his  name  was  not  proposed  by  any  of  her  rel- 
atives, or  those  interested  in  the  protection  and  preservation 
of  her  estate.  They  had  no  opportunity  to  be  heard,  for  there 
was  no  reference  to  which  they  could  have  been  summoned. 

The  petition  upon  which  the  appointment  was  made,  prayed 
that  to  the  nephew  and  brother-in-law  of  the  lunatic  might  be 
committed  the  trust,  and  no  reason  is  assigned  or  suggested 
^hy  they  were  set  aside  and  another  selected.  It  was,  indeed, 
snggested  as  an  objection  to  Alexander  H.  Vail,  that  he  was 
Dot  a  resident  of  the  county  of  Dutchess,  when  the  proceed- 
ings were  had,  and  hence  not  amenable  to  the  process  of 
the  County  Court.  This  objection  is  futile.  He  was  a  resi- 
dent of  the  State,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  its  courts, 
&nd  subject  to  their  orders  and  judgments.    In  this,  as  in  all 
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other  troBta  of  a  Bimilar  kind,  no  more  limited  residence  of  the 
trnstee  is  required. 

In  conclDeioD,  we  think  the  order  appointing  the  comiDittee 
was  improvidently  granted,  and  whenever  it  was  brought  to 
tlie  notice  of  the  County  Court  it  should  hare  been  vacated. 
So  much  of  the  order  appealed  from  as  denied  the  motion  to 
set  aside  the  proceedings  subsequent  to  the  filing  of  the  inqni- 
sittOD  is  reversed,  and  such  proceedings  are  vacated  and  set 
aside,  to  tiie  end  that  the  petitioner,  Susan  Tan  Wagner,  may 
have  an  opportunity  to  renew  her  application  for  the  appoint- 
meut  of  a  committee  of  the  person  and  estate  of  the  Innatic. 

No  costs  of  appeal  are  given  to  either  party. 


REMINGTON  a.  KING. 

Supreme  Court,  Seoenth  JHttrict;  Special  Term,  Oett^,  1858. 

BuiLDDro  CoHPAifY. — ^Individital  Liabilitt  of  Stookhou>kb& 

A  Bfax&holdei  Id  a  bolldlDg  comptinT  fonned  under  cfakpter  122  of  the  I«wi  ol 
18S1,  who  hu  made  odvuices  or  Incarred  likblllticB  for  ths  beneflt  of  tba  c•)^ 
pontioD,  ma/,  when  called  npon  to  reapond  to  hli  itatutoiy  UablU^,  Ht  off 
Bnch  advaoMi  or  UabiliUw  In  extlngiiiihmwit  Umeot 

Demorrer  to  anawer. 

[Die  iacta  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Underwood,  Cox,  and  Avery,  for  plaintifb. 
F^Uay  M.  Sing,  for  defendant. 

Davibb,  J. — ^The  plainti^  having  a  debt  against  an  aESOcift- 
tion  organized  under  chapter  122,  Laws  of  1851,  have  recovered 
judgment  against  the  association,  and  now  bring  suit  againBt 
the  defendant,  as  a  shareholder  in  the  association,  to  recover 
the  same  debt. 
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Section  11  of  the  act  referred  to,  provides  that  '^  all  sharehold- 
en  of  any  aasociation  formed  under  that  act,  shall  be  individually 
liable  to  the  creditors  of  said  association,  to  an  amount  equal  to 
the  amount  of  stock  held  by  them  respectively,  for  all  debts 
contracted  by  such  association." 

The  defendant  in  his  answer  sets  up,  so  far  as  it  is  material  to 
consider,  that  he  was  a  stockholder  in  said  association  to  the 
amount  of  $200,  and  that  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of 
this  suit  he  was  a  creditor  of  the  corporation  to  an  amount  ex- 
ceeding the  amount  of  stock  so  owned  by  him,  and  being  such 
creditor,  he  was  not  bound  to  respond  to  the  plaintiff'  claim. 
To  this  portion  of  the  answer  the  plaintiffs  have  demurred, 
thereby  admitting  the  defendant's  allegation. 

The  question  is  therefore  raised  by  the  demurrer,  whether 
the  defendant  had  a  right  to  have  his  debt  against  the  associa* 
tion  go  towards,  or  in  liquidation  of  that  which  he  owes  by 
virtae  of  his  being  a  stockholder. 

As  such  stockholder,  he  is  liable  to  pay,  in  addition  to  his 
stock,  an  equal  amount  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  of  the 
association. 

Bat  he  is  himself  also  a  creditor,  having  the  same  right  as 
these  plaintiffs,  and  equally  entitled  with  them  to  be  paid.  They 
have  no  greater  equities  to  be  paid  than  he,  and  the  circum- 
stance that  one  has  obtained  a  judgment  against  the  association 
before  the  other,  does  not  change  their  legal  rights.  The  lia- 
bility of  the  stockholder  by  the  statute,  is  to  pay  "  for  all  debts 
contracted  by  the  association,"  to  an  amount  equal  to  his  stock. 
If  the  association  has  contracted  a  debt  to  this  defendant,  and 
that  is  conceded  by  the  demurrer,  no  reason  is  perceived  why 
that  debt  is  not  equally  to  be  paid  with  that  of  these  plaintiffs. 
This  would  seem  to  be  clear,  upon  principle;  but  in  this  State, 
I  regard  it  as  established  by  authority  which  has  not  and  can- 
iiot  be  questioned. 

I  refer  to  the  case  of  Briggs  a.  Penniman  (8  Cbw.j  887).  The 
statute  creating  the  liability  in  that  case,  was  in  substance  the 
Siune  as  tliat  relied  on  in  this. 

WooDwoRTH,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  says : 
"The  question  there  is,  whether  a  stockholder,  who  in  addition 
to  full  payment  for  his  stock,  hajs  made  advances,  and  thereby 
became  a  creditor  to  the  company,  can  be  compelled  to  pay  the 
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same  eam  to  uiother  creditor  who  prosecutes  (ehooM  so  tnnch 
be  necessary  to  satisfy  him),  vithoat  ataj  allowance  or  dedac- 
tioQ  for  the  stockholder's  individual  debt,  I  entertain  no  doubt, 
that  hj  a  just  coDstrnction  of  the  act,  where  there  are  several 
creditors,  the  fand  mode  liable  for  debt,  if  insofficient  to  dis- 
charge the  whole,  should  be  distribnted  ratably,  and  that  the 
principle,  that  eq^uality  is  equity,  should  be  applied  to  such 
a  case. 

"This  conclusion  I  apprehend  wooM  correspond  with  the 
spirit  and  intent  of  the  act.  It  appears  to  me  that  a  stock- 
holder, who  is  also  a  creditor,  stands  on  the  same  ground,  aod 
is  entitled  to  claim  under  the  act,  equally  as  a  creditor  who  is 
not  a  stockholder." 

The  only  other  opinion  delivered  in  the  conrt  of  last  resort 
was  by  Senator  Spimobs,  who  upon  this  point  says:  "The  mem- 
bers of  the  company  might  hona^fide  advance  money,  as  they 
allege  they  have  done,  to  carry  on  the  bueiness  of  the  associa- 
tion, and  they  are  equally  entitled  with  any  other  creditors  to 
be  indemnified  from  the  funds  of  the  company,  or  from  the  in- 
diridnal  liability  of  the  stockholders." 

The  question  raised  in  this  cause  was  distinctly  presented  to 
the  court  in  the  case  of  Tallmadge  a.  He  Fiehkill  Iron  Co.  (4 
Barb.^  382),  and  the  case  of  Brigge  a.  Fenniman,  just  cited,  wu 
referred  toas  authority.  ■ 

It  must,  therefore,  I  think,  be  regarded  as  settled,  that  the 
stockholders,  who  bare  made  advances,  or  incnrred  liabilitieB 
for  tlie  benefit  of  the  corporation,  may,  when  called  upon  to  re- 
spond to  a  statutory  liability,  set  off  snoh  adrftnces  or  liabilities 
in  extinguishment  thereof. 

It  follows,  upon  the  facta  admitted  by  the  demurrer,  that  the 
defendant  is  a  creditor  of  the  assooiation  to  an  amount  greater 
than  his  statutory  liability,  and  that  consequently  snch  liability 
is  extinguished.  ''" 

Judgment  must  therefore  be  given  for  the  defendant,  with 
costs.  The  plaintiffs  to  be  at  liberty  within  twenty  days  to 
withdraw  the  demurrer,  and  reply  to  the  matters  set  np  in  the 
answer,  on  payment  of  costs. 


u 
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LEWIS  a.  VOX. 

Ifew  Tatk  Common  Pleas';  Oenerdl  Term^  October^  I860. 

doers. — ^Appeals  in  Mabinb  Coubt. 

Wluit  ooctt  may  be  allowed  by  the  New  York  Marine  Ooort  on  appeals,  and  b? 
Um  OonunoQ  Pleas,  on  appeal  from  that  oonrt. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Marine  Conrt. 

By  thb  Oofht. — ^Hilton,  J. — ^This  action  was  commenced  in 
the  Marine  C!oart  by  warrant  of  attachment  issued  by  one  of 
the  jostices  of  that  court,  under  the  provisions  of  sections.  84 
and  35  of  the  act  to  abolish  imprisonment  for  debt,  &c.,  passed 
April  26, 18S1.  On  the  return  of  the  warrant  the  plaintiff  had 
jodgment,  which,  Ai  appeal  to  the  general  term  of  that  conrt, 
was  reversed,  and  final  judgment  given  for  the  defendant^ 
apon  the  ground,  as  it  seems,  that  the  affidavit  on  which  the 
attachment  was  granted  did  not  state  sufficient  to  authorize  the 
ifisning  of  suich  a  process,  and  that,  therefore,  the  court  acquired 
no  jurisdiction  of  the  suit.  On  the  reversal,  the  general  term 
awarded  the  defendant  $48.96  costs  and  disbursements,  and  for 
which  judgment  has  been  entered. 

Hie  plaintiff  having  appealed,  asks  us  to  review  the  judg- 
ment in  respect  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  affidavit  referred  to; 
and  also  as  to  the  right  of  th*e  Marine  Court  to  award  the  costs 
thus  imposed  upon  him. 

Upon  the  first  ^h)und  stated,  we  are  of  opinion,  that  the 
affidavit  was  clearly  insufficient  to  justify  the  issuing  of  the  at- 
tachment, and  the  Marine  Court  was  right  in  so  holding. 

As  to  the  second,  a  brief  reference  to  the  several  statutes  upon 
the  subject  of  costs  in  the  Marine  Conrt,  will  show  that  the  sum 
allowed  is  mnch  beyond  the  power  of  that  court  to  award  to  a 
reapobdent  upon  appeal  in  any  case.  The  act  of  July  21, 1853 
(Zauvof  1863, 1165,  ch.  614),  under  which  the  Marine  Court  de- 
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rives  the  power  to  review,  npoa  appeal  at  general  term,  the 
judgments  rendered  hj  any  of  its  justices,  allows  (§  5)  the  same 
costs  and  disbursements  on  snch  appeals,  as  on  appeals  from 
juBtices'  courts  to  t)iis  conrt;  and  these  are  specified  in  section 
3T1  of  the  Code,  which  prorides  that  there  shall  only  be  allowed 
on  snch  appeals,  to  the  appellant  on  rereissl  $15,  and  to  the  re- 
spondent on  affirmance  $12,  with  the  fees  iff  officers  and  die- 
bnreemente  in  addition,  which  consist  of  the  sheriff's  or  consta- 
ble's fees,  the  snma  paid  to  the  clerk  daring  the  progress  of 
tie  cause,  or  for  any  copies  of  papers  made  by  him,  and  neces- 
B&ry  to  be  procured,  together  with  the  expenses  incident  to  the 
filing  of  any  transcript  of  the  judgment.  These  items,  added 
to  the  justice's  fee  of  $2,  for  his  retorn,  constitnte  all  the  fees  of 
officers  and  disbursements  which  can  be  allowed  by  ns  on  ap 
peals  from  justices'  courts ;  and  it  follows  that  the  Marine  Court 
cannot,  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1853  referred  to,  al- 
low any  other. 

But  it  is  said  that,  by  a  rale  of  that  court,  an  appellant  is 
required  to  print  his  case  and  points  upon  an  appeal  taken  to 
the  general  term,  and  that  this  expense  most  therefore  be  con- 
sidered as  a  necessary  disbursement,  to  be  allowed  as  part  of 
the  costs  to  be  awarded  in  the  final  judgment.  Oar  only 
answer  to  this  is,  that  the  Legislature  has  restricted  this  conrt 
in  the  amount  of  costs  and  disbursements  which  it  may  award 
upon  appeals  from  justices'  courts ;  and  the  Marine  Conrt,  ae 
already  shown,  is  restricted  in  like  manner  and  to  the  same 
extent. 

By  section  S65  of  the  Code,  we  are  required  to  hear  all  such 
appeals  upon  the  original  papers,  and  it  is  therein  expressly  de- 
clared that  no  copy  thereof  need  be  fnmished  for  the  nse  of  the 
conrt.  A  provision  of  so  positive  a  character  we  have  always  sup- 
posed denied  to  us  the  right  to  impose  upon  either  party  to  Euch 
appeals  any  expense  in  the  way  of  either  copying  or  printing  of 
papers  to  be  used  on  the  argument  of  the  appeals  before  ub, 
and  we  have  no  doubt  that  if  we  should  require  aneh  an  ex- 
pense to  be  undergone,  the  party  incurring  it  would  not  be  en- 
titled to  have  it  allowed  him  as  a  disbursement  within  the 
meaning  of  section  371. 

Entertaining  these  views,  we  are  of  opinion  that  in  the^res- 
ent  case  the  Marine  Court  has  exceeded  its  powers  by  giving 
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judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendant  for  a  greater  amount  of  costs 
and  disbursements  than  the  law  authorizes. 

The  judgment  must,  therefore,  be  reduced  to  the  costs  and 
disbursements  which  are  usually  allowed  in  this  court  on  ap- 
peals from  justices'  courts,  and  thus  modified,  it  will  be  affirmed 
without  costs  of  this  appeal  to  either  party. 


WILMERDING  a.  MOONET. 
Ifew  York  Common  Pleas;  General  Term^  October^  1860. 

ASEEST. — ^FaLSB  RSPBESENTATIONS. — ^FRAm)X7LENT  DISPOSAL 

OP  Pbopkbtt. 

Defendants  tipon  the  foith  of  their  explicit  repreflentations  that  their  stock  of 
goods  were  worth  $20,000,  obtained,  on  the  last  day  of  October,  a  loan  of 
$10,000  from  the  plaintifis,  positively  assnring  them  that  this  loan  wonld  pre- 
vent their  fsiliire.  On  the  6th  of  January  following,  they  transferred  their 
stock  to  plaintiffii,  on  sooount  of  their  indebtedness,  representing  the  stock  to 
be  worth  $9,000 ;  but  after  appraisement,  they  consented  that  plaintiflEs  should 
credit  them  with  $4,000  fbr  it,  and  on  a  sale  it  brought  even  lecB.  In  an  action 
to  feoover  the  remainder  of  the  indebtedness,  the  plaintifb  caused  the  defend- 
snts  to  be  arrested. 

Bdd,  that  they  were  not  entitled  to  discharge  in  the  absence  of  definite  ex- 
planations as  to  the  deficiency  in  the  amount  of  the  stock  which  they  had  repre- 
sented they  had.  Without  such  explanation  it  must  be  inferred  that  either 
they  intentionally  misrepreeented  the  value  of  the  property  to  get  the  loan,  or 
afterwards  made  away  with  a  large  portion  of  the  stock,  with  the  design  of  de- 
frauding their  creditors. 

Appeal  from  order  denying  motion  to  vacate  arrest. 

The  moving  papers  were  verj  volnminons,  but  their  contents 
are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  conrt. 

By  the  Cottrt. — ^Dalt,  J. — After  a  carefnl  examination  of 
this  case,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  charge  of  frand  upon  which 
the  defendants  hare  been  arrested,  is  sustained.  We  think  that 
so  other  conclusion  can  be  arrived  at  but  that,  either  the  de* 
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fendante  intentionallj  miarepresented  the  valoe  of  their  stock 
and  the  state  of  their  affieurB,  to  get  the  loan  of  $10,000  from  the 
plaintiffs ;  or,  if  their  statement  be  true,  and  their  stock  was,  at 
the  time,  of  the  value  which  thej  represented  it  to  be,  that  they 
afterwards  made  awaj  with  a  large  portion  of  it  with  the  design 
of  defranding  their  creditors. 

On  the  3l8t  of  October  they  induced  the  plaintiffs  to  make 
the  loan  by  representing  that  their  difficulty  was  but  of  a  tempo- 
rary nature ;  that  they  had  then  in  their  store,  stock  the  value  of 
which  was  over  $20,000,  and  that  with  this  loan  of  $10,000  they 
would  be  enabled  to  meet  all  their  liabilities  as  they  matured. 
The  plaintiff,  Humbert,  urged  them  to  examine  their  books 
carefully,  and  ascertain  with  certainty  whether  the  loan  would 
enable  them  to  meet  all  their  liabilities,  for  that  the  plaintiffs 
would  not  make  it  unless  the  defendants  were  certain  that  their 
failure  would  be  averted  by  means  of  it,  as  the  plaintiffs  did 
not  wish  to  create  a  new  liability  to  be  secured  as  a  preferred 
debt  in  an  assignment  The  defendants  reiterated  their  former 
statement,  assuring  the  plaintiffs  that  $10,000  would  make  them 
completely  safe,  and  that  they  would  be  able  to  meet  all  their 
liabilities,  and  repay  the  loan  in  the  month  of  January  follow- 
ing. Upon  this  assurance,  the  plaintiffs  agreed  to  advance 
$10,000,  taking  the  defendants'  notes,  payable  in  December, 
January,  and  February,  and  gave  the  defendants  a  check  for 
$9,834.15,  deducting  the  interest  for  the  time  which  the  de- 
fendants' notes  had  to  run.  A  portion  of  the  defendants'  out- 
standing liabilities  consisted  of  notes  held  by  the  plaintiffs,  ma- 
turing within  sixty  days,  and  it  was  agreed  that  these  notes 
should  be  discounted  by  the  defendants,  and  paid  out  of  the 
loan,  which  was  done.  After  this  positive  assurance  as  to  the 
state  of  their  affairs,  and  of  their  ability  to  get  through  with 
the  aid  afforded  them,  the  defendants,  in  fifteen  days  afterwards, 
came  to  the  plaintiffs  to  ask  a  further  loan  of  $3,000,  which 
was  very  naturally  refused  after  the  statement  they  had  made, 
and  the  positive  knowledge  which  they  professed  to  have  of 
their  financial  condition.    In  ten  days  after,  they  failed. 

On  the  6th  of  January  following,  they  transferred  to  the 
plaintiffs  the  stock  then  in  their  store,  representing  it  to  be  of 
the  value  of  $9,000.  It  was  appraised  by  a  clerk  of  the  plain- 
tiffs.   He  says  that  no  invoice  was  shown  him  by  the  defend- 
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ants;  that  he  minutely  examined  the  goods,  valuing  each  arti- 
cle ;  that  his  appraisement  was  $4,300  as  the  highest  price  which 
the  goods  were  worth.  After  this  appraisement  was  made,  the 
defendants  agreed  that  the  plainti£b  might  take  the  goods  at 
$4,000.  The  plaintiffs  did  so,  crediting  the  defendants  to  that 
amount,  and  sold  them,  the  plaintiffs  being  auctioneers,  at  auc- 
tion, unusual  efforts  being  made  to  secure  a  good  sale,  and  thej 
brought  $3,387. 

The  defendants  swear  that  their  stock  in  the  month'  of  Octo- 
ber was  of  the  value,  at  cost  prices,  of  $24,000.  If  this  was 
true,  it  was  for  them  to  show  what  had  become  of  $20,000  with- 
in two  months,  or  valuing  what  thej  transferred  to  the  plain- 
tiff at  their  own  estimate  of  $9,000,  of  at  least  $15,000  worth. 
They  have  put  in  a  voluminous  affidavit  of  over  eighty  folios, 
which  is  minutely  particular  in  the  elaboration  of  matters  of 
little  importance ;  but  in  respect  to  what  became  of  the  stock, 
a  point  upon  which  explanation  was  imperatively  demanded  to 
repel  the  charge  upon  which  they  have  been  arrested,  they  con- 
tent themselves  with  the  brief  and  sunmiary  statement,  that 
from  the  time  of  their  failure  they  sold  large  portions  of  their 
stock  for  cash,  which  cash  they  used  in  making  their  payments ; 
that  they  paid  all  the  paper  falling  due  before  their  failure  ex- 
cept about  $1,500,  on  which  they  got  an  extension;  but  not  a 
single  creditor  to  whom  any  payment  was  made  is  named.  From 
the  time  of  their  failure  until  the  11th  of  January,  they  say  that 
they  paid  off  some  judgments  obtained  against  them,  and  com- 
pounded for  some  of  their  debts  by  paying  a  percentage  in  cash, 
and  that  they  gave  a  small  portion  of  their  stock  to  one  Walsh,  in 
part  payment  of  an  indebtedness  of  $7,993.  A  search,  instituted 
by  the  plaintiffs,  shows  judgment  against  them  to  the  amount  of 
$3,157,  and  the  list  of  their  creditors  shows  an  indebtedness  to 
the  extent  of  $91,287.83.  About  one-third  of  their  creditors, 
and  to  whom  more  than  one-half  of  the  amount  was  due,  were 
called  upon  at  the  instance  of  the  plaintiffs,  that  is,  all  that 
could  be  seen  up  to  the  time  of  the  hearing  of  the  motion,  and 
the  answers-  obtained  were  that  they  had  received  nothing,  ex- 
cept in  one  instance,  of  a  payment  of  $500.  A  statement 
could  have  been  readily  made  from  the  defendants'  books,  and 
annexed  to  their  affidavit,  showing  the  creditors  whom  they 
paid,  and  the  amount  respectively  paid  to  each,  which  would 
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have  been  worth  more  as  an  exposition  of  their  affairs,  and  as 
a  vindication  of  their  character  as  honeet  merchants,  than  all 
that  is  contained  in  their  bnlky  affidavit.  The  absence  of  any 
thing  of  the  kind,  and  the  substitution  in  its  stead  of  general 
statements  which  it  is  easy  to  make  and  difficult  to  contradict, 
as  no  particular  payment  is  specified,  leads  our  mind  to  tlie  con- 
viction that  itj  was  their  design  to  pay  nobody,  and  that  if  they 
had,  as  they  say,  stock  to  the  value  of  $24,000,  the  difference 
between  that  amount,  and  their  own  estimate  of  the  value  of 
that  which  they  turned  over  to  the  plaintiffs,  that  is,  $15,000 
worth  of  goods,  has  been  conveyed  to  their  own  use  in  fraud  of 
their  creditors,  either  by  converting  it  into  cash,  or  making  some 
other  disposition  of  it  They  say  they  were  indebted  to  Mr, 
Walsh  in  the  sum  of  $7,993.80  for  consignments  made  to  them, 
and  that  they  turned  over  to  Walsh  a  small  portion  of  their 
stock  in  part  payment.  This  small  portion,  which  by  their  own 
account  paid  but  a  part  of  this  indebtedness,  is  augmented  by 
their  counsel  to  the  full  value  of  that  indebtedness.  Without 
any  foundation  for  doing  so,  he  fixes  it  as  of  the  value  of 
$7,993,  and  adding  to  that  his  clients'  estimate  of  the  value  of 
what  they  turned  over  to  the  plaintiffs,  $9,000,  he  adopts  this 
way  of  accounting  for  $16,993  worth  of  the  stock,  telling  ns 
that  the  difference,  $7,007,  was  not  much  for  the  sales  of  such 
a  concern  in  two  months.  The  omission  of  the  defendants  in 
their  affidavit  of  all  particulars  in  respect  to  the  disposition  of 
at  least  $15,000  worth  of  stock,  or  of  the  debts  which  they  say 
they  were  engaged  in  paying,  and  have  paid,  may  well  be  put 
in  conjunction  with  their  counsel's  mode  of  accounting  for  this 
large  amount  of  their  property.  • 

Up  to  the  time  of  their  arrest  they  did  nothing  towards  pro- 
viding for  the  creditors.  They  proposed  to  pay  fifty  cents  on 
the  dollar,  which  their  creditors  were  generally  willing  to  ac- 
cept, but  afterwards  declined  because  some  of  their  creditors, 
whom  they  do  not  name,  would  not  take  it,  and  because  the 
value  of  their  assets  had  depreciated  by  delay,  and  they  did  not 
think  they  could  pay  over  twenty-five  cents.  They  then  offered 
that  amount,  but  nothing  came  of  it  They  were  asked  to 
make  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  and  have  not 
done  so,  giving  as  a  reason  that  their  counsel  advised  them  not 
to  do  it,  and  that  they  believed  that  it  would  be  better  for  their 
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creditors  that  thej  should  not,  inasmuch  as  the  general  ex- 
perience of  all  mercantile  men  is,  that  when  parties  assign  only 
book-debts  and  bills  recoverable,  they  depreciate  and  prove 
nncollectable  and  worthless.  For  this  reason  thej  keep  every 
thing  in  their  own  hands,  disclosing  nothing,  and  doing  nothing 
for  four  months  after  their  failure,  except  to  dispose  of  their 
Block  and  to  collect  their  debts ;  and  then,  when  arrested  for 
fraad,  instead  of  a  direct  and  business-like  exposition  of  their 
affairs,  they  devote  the  main  part  of  their  aflSdavit  to  an  at- 
tempt to  convince  us  that  the  kindly  act  of  the  plaintiffs,  in 
coming  to  their  aid  to  enable  them  to  meet  their  paper  as  it 
became  due,  was  a  mere  trick  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  to 
get  an  ordinary  business  debt  converted  into  a  confidential  one. 
If  the  defendants  hoped  by  this  means  to  divert  our  attention 
from  the  aspect  which  the  case  they  have  presented  exhibits, 
wanting  as  it  is  in  explanation,  the  most  obvious  and  ordinary, 
they  have  deceived  themselves,  and  the  labor  that  has  been 
devoted  to  the  preparation  of  their  long  and  elaborate  affidavit 
has  been  wasted. 
Hxe  order  made  at  special  term  is  affirmed. 


PHILLIPS  a.  SIMMONS. 


Supreme  CovH^  First  District;  Special  Term^  October^  1860. 
Husband  and  Wife. — Costs  of  Action  fob  Divobcdb. 


If  a  wife  who  Is  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  divorce  discontinues  it,  or  is  defeated  in 
it,  and  judgment  ia  rendered  against  her,  her  husband  is  not  liable  for  costs  in- 
CfUTed  by  her  therein. 

Demurrer  to  complaint. 

Hie  action  was  brought  bj  plaintiffs,  who  were  attorneys 

and  coimsellors  at  law,  to  recover  for  services  and  disbursements. 

The  complaint  stated  that  at  a  time  named,  the  pliuntifis,  on 
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the  retainer  of  the  wife  of  defendant,  commenced  an  action  in  her 
favor  against  the  defendant,  for  a  divorce  on  the  ground  of  cmel 
and  inhuman  treatment^  and  for  Bome  months  acted  as  attorneys 
and  counsel  for  her  in  that  action,  when  the  parties  thereto  be- 
came reconciled  and  settled  the  action,  and  have  ever  since 
been,  and  are  living  together  as  man  and  wife ;  that  their  ser- 
vices as  such  attorneys  and  counsel  for  the  wife  were  reasonably 
worth  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  and  they  expended  in  car- 
rying on  that  suit  forty-one  dollars  and  seventy-four  cents ;  and 
that  there  was  due  and  owing  to  plaintiffs  from  defendant  two 
hundred  and  fifty-seven  dollars  and  seventy-four  cents,  for  which, 
with  interest  and  costs,  they  demanded  judgment 
The  defendant  demurred  to  the  complaint 


P.  Oanimey  in  support  of  the  demunrer. 
Plaintiffsj  in  person,  opposed. 


Bonnet,  J. — ^The  defendant  must  have  judgment  on  this  de- 
murrer. I  can  see  no  possible  ground  for  maintaining  the  ac- 
tion. Surely  a  wife  cannot  be  considered  (as  plaintiffs  have 
attempted  to  argue)  the  agent  of  her  husband,  with  authority  to 
commence  an  action  against  himself,  perhaps  without  cause,  and 
afterwards  discontinue  it,  and  thereby  make  him  liable  to  her 
attorneys  for  the  costs  of  the  action.  While  an  action  for 
divorce  is  pending,  a  wife  may,  in  a  proper  case,  obtain  an  o^ 
der  that  her  husband  famish  her  with  means  for  carrying  it  on; 
but  when  the  wife  is  plaintiff  in  such  an  action,  and  has  either 
discontinued  it  or  been  defeated,  and  judgment  been  rendered 
against  her,  neither  she  nor  her  attorneys  or  counsel  can  have 
any  claim  upon  him  for  the  costs  or  expenses  of  her  fruitless 
and  probably  causeless  prosecution.  Shelton  a.  Pendleton  (18 
Cann.j  417) ;  Wing  a.  Hurlburt  (15  Verm.^  607) ;  Dorsey  a. 
Goodenow  (Wrighfa  JS.  ((?.),  120),  ure  authorities  for  this  de- 
cision. 

Judgment  for  defendant 
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PEOPLE  on  rel.  LYNCH  a.  THE  ALDERMEN  OF 

NEW  YORK. 

Supreme  Oourtj  Firet  Dietriet ;  At  Chamhera^  November^  1860. 

Mandaxub. — ^Municipal  CaBPOBATiON. 


TTm  court  will  not  gnmt  a  mandamm  to  compel  the  Common  Gonndl  of  a  Mnni- 
dpel  Corporation  to  oonfiim  the  award  of  a  contract  to  the  lowest  bidder  there- 
for. .  The  Common  Coundl  hare  power  to  reject  the  lowest  bid,  in  the  exerdae 
of  a  Bound  discretion,  and  the  court  will  not  interfere  with  its  exercise. 

Motion  for  peremptorj  mandamuB. 

The  relators  obtained  an  alternative  mandamus  requiring  the 
aldermen  to  take  action,  and  pass  upon  or  confirm  the  award 
of  a  contract  to  the  relators  for  cleaning  the  streets  and  ave- 
Hues  of  the  city  of  New  York  for  the  term  of  five  years,  or 
show  cause,  &c. 

The  aldermen  returned  that  they  had  taken  action  thereon, 
and  had  refused  to  confirm  the  award  of  the  contract. 

The  relators  insisted  that  the  bid  made  by  them  was  the  low- 
est offered ;  that  the  inspector  had  awarded  them  the  contract 
as  by  law  he  was  compelled  to  do,  they  being  the  lowest  bid- 
ders ;  that  their  security  for  the  performance  had  been  ap- 
proved, and  that  the  aldermen  had  no  such  discretion  as  they 
claim  of  refusing  to  confirm  the  award. 

J,  R.  Whiting^  for  the  relators. 

E.  H.  Andersouy  for  the  Board  of  Aldermen. 

Leonard,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). — ^The  only  question  to 

be  considered  is,  whether  the  aldermen  can,  in  their  discretion,. 

reject  or  refuse  to  confirm  the  award  of  their  contract  under 

such  circumstances. 

The  case  of  The  People  on  rel.  Dinsmore  a.  The  Croton  Aque- 
Vou  XI— 19 
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duct  Board  (6  Abbotts^  Pr.j  42),  is,  I  think,  decisive  of  the  ques- 
tion. The  city  ordinances,  lawfully  made,  forbid  any  contract 
to  be  executed  for  the  city  for  a  sum  exceeding  $250,  until  it 
has  been  confirmed  by  the  Common  Council.  Without  con- 
fiidering  whether  the  contract  in  question  was  an  adyantageous 
one  to  the  city  or  not,  it  is  evident  that  the  power  to  confirm 
implies  the  authority  to  reject.  Any  unjust  or  extravagant 
contract  ought  to  be  rejected,  although  it  should  be  the  lowest 
and  most  favorable  offer  made.  It  would  be  an  idle  ceremony 
to  refer  the  proposals,  estimates,  and  oontaracts  to  the  Common 
Council  if  their  duty  was,  in  all  cases,  to  confirm  the  contract, 
provided  it  appeared  to  be  the  lowest  offer.  It  is  n^oeifiaiy 
that  ihe  power  to  reject,  as  well  as  to  confirm,  should  be  vested 
in  the  Common  Council,  Their  discretiop  ought  to  be  wiaely 
exercised,  but  if  it  is  not  so  exercised,  this  court  cannot  inter- 
fere to  supervise  the  manner  in  whic}^  t^d  discretion  of  the  Com- 
mon Council  is  manifested.  The  cdurt  might  not,  probably 
would  not,  be  able  to  exercise  any  b^ttw  di^oretion  in  respect 
to  confirming  or  rejecting  a  contract  for  city  work  than  the 
Compion  Council.  The  Common  Council  are  answerable  to 
their  constituents, for  the  manner  in  which  they  exercise  their 
discretion,  but  not  to  the  Supreme  Court.  If  a  peremptory 
mandamus  could  be  invoked  for  such  a  cause,  t^e  ultimate 
power  of  city  legislation  might  come  to  be  finally  devolved 
i^ppn  the  courts.  • 

This  court  can  compel  the  Common  Council  to  aot  in  certain 
cases,  but  cannot  define  the  manner  of  their  pursuing  their 
legislative  duties. 

The  application  for  a  peremptory  mandamus  to  con^pel  the 
confirmation  of  the  award  of  the  conti'aot  iu  qnostion,  is  denied. 


^ 
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PAHQUIOQUE  BANK  a.  MARTEST. 

Supreme  Court^  First  District;  Special  Term^  November ^  1860. 

Pbotbst  op  Note. — Complaint  against  Indobseb. 


Kotice  to  an  indorser  of  a  note  of  non-payment  thereof,  is  not  sufficient  to  charge 
him.    He  must  have  notice  of  presentment  or  demand  and  non-payment. 

In  a  complaint  against  an  indorser,  an  allegation  that  the  note  was  duly  pre- 
sented and  payment  demanded,  but  it  was  not  paid,  and  due  notice  of  non- 
payment Was  given,  &c.,  is  insufficient  on  demurrer. 

Demuirer  to  complaint. 

The  contents  of  the  complaint  sufficiently  appear  in  the 

opinion. 

Bonnet,  J. — ^This  action  is  against  defendant  Martin  as  in- 
dorser of  a  promissory  note.  The  complaint,  to  which  the  de- 
fendant has  demurred,  states,  among  other  things,  that  the  note 
was  duly  presented  for  payment,  and  payment  thereof  demanded, 
bat  it  was  not  paid ;  that  the  note  was  thereupon  duly  protested 
for  non-payment,  '^  and  due  notice  of  such  non-payment  was 
given  to  the  defendants,"  Martin  and  others. 

Notice  of  non-payment  only,  is,  neither  directly  nor  by  im- 
plication, notice  of  presentment  or  demand,  and  consequently 
is  not  notice  of  the  dishonor  of  the  note  within  a  proper  mean- 
ing of  the  word.  To  make  an  indorser  liable,  he  must  be  notified 
in  proper  time  that  the  bill  or  note  which  he  has  indorsed  has 
been  dishonored.  (Cook  a.  Litchfield,  5  Sandf.^  330 ;  S.  C, 
5  Sdd.^  279 ;  C!oddington  a.  Davis,  1  Comst.j  186 ;  Echjo.  on 
Billsj  593,  and  cases  cited.) 

This  statement  in  the  complaint  is,  in  my  judgment,  defec- 
tive. The  other  allegations  to  which  objection  is  made  are,  in 
my  opinion,  sufficient. 

Judgment  for  defendant  Martin. 
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SCHENCK  a.  CAMPBELL. 
New  York  Superior  Court;  Oeneral  Term,  November,  1860. 
J  Injunction. — ^Vendor  and  Pubohaseb. — Coyknant  against 

NuiSANOES. 

\ 

I  The  yendor  of  city  lots  required  from  the  pnrcbaser  a  corenant  against  the  erec- 

tion of  any  livery  stable,  &c.,  on  the  premises  sold,  and  on  his  own  part  core- 
nanted  that  no  more  than  two  houses  should  be  erected  on  the  rendue  of  the 
land  owned  by  him. 

Hdi^  that  the  purchaser  was  entitled  to  an  injunction  restraining  the  rendor 
from  erecting  a  liyery  stable  on  the  residue. 
In  such  a  covenant,  the  word  house  may  be  understood  as  meaning  dwelliog- 
house. 

Appeal  from  an  order  denying  a  motion  to  vacate  an  iDJunc- 
tion  theretofore  granted  against  the  defendants. 

J.  T.  WiUiamSj  for  defendants,  appellants. 

W.  Ourtis  Ncyes  and  B,  D,  SUUman^  for  plaintiff,  respondent 

By  the  Court.* — ^Monobtef,  J. — The  defendant  Campbell,  in 
the  year  1855,  Tbeing  the  owner  of  a  plot  of  gronnd  comer  ot 
Fifth  avenne  and  Thirty-second-street,  sold  and  conveyed  one- 
third  part  thereof  to  the  plaintiff.  The  agreement  provided, 
and  the  conveyance  contained  covenants,  that  the  plaintiff  should 
not  permit  any  livery,  stage,  or  omnibns  stable,  &c.,  on  the 
premises  conveyed  to  him ;  and  the  defendant  Campbell  cove- 
nanted that "  no  more  than  two  houses  shonld  be  erected  on 
the  residue  of  the  land  owned  by  him,'*  &c. 

Some  time  about  March,  1860,  the  defendant  Campbell  hav- 
ing agreed  to  lease  said  residue  of  land  (less  one  lot  sold  to  Mrs. 
ITnderhill)  to  the  defendant  Hager,  and  to  erect  thereon  a  livery 


*  Present)  Boswobth,  Ch.  J.,  J.  HomfAiTy  WooDsurr,  Monobixf,  and  Bosnr- 
sov,  JJ. 
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stable,  and  being  engaged  in  preparing  to  erect  such  livery 
stable,  and  intending  it  to  be  occupied  by  said  Hager  as  and 
for  a  ''livery  stable,  as  soon  as  he  could,"  application  was 
made  to  a  justice  of  this  court  for  an  injunction  restraining  the 
defendants,  and  it  was  granted. 

The  defendants,  upon  affidavit,  obtained  an  order  to  show 
canse  why  said  injunction  should  not  be  set  aside,  &c.,  and  the 
respective  parties  having  been  heard,  an  order  was  made  deny- 
ing the  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction. 

From  this  order  the  defendants  appealed. 

The  agreement  and  the  covenants  in  the  deed  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant  Campbell,  in  my  opinion,  manifest 
a  clear  intention  to  enhance  the  value  of  the  adjacent  property. 
The  plaintiff  was  restricted  against  permitting  on  the  premises 
any  livery,  stage,  or  omnibus  stable,  slaughter-house,  butcher's 
or  meat  shop,  tallow-chandlery,  smith-shop,  forge,  furnace,  steam- 
engine,  manufactory  of  certain  designated  articles,  or  in  which 
any  kind  of  business,  noxious  or  dangerous  to  the  neighboring 
inhabitants  should  be  carried  on ;  this  language,  in  its  plain,  or- 
dinary, and  popular  sense,  would  seem  to  carry  an  implication 
that  Uie  adjoining  lands  owned  by  the  grantor  (Campbell),  and 
receiving  such  a  covenant,  were  to  be  subject  to  a  like  restric- 
tion, and  adapted  to  some  particular  use  and  purpose,  and  with 
this  in  view,  the  deed  contains  immediately  following,  a  cove- 
nant on  the  part  of  the  grantor  (the  defendant  Campbell),  that 
"^no  more  than  two  houses  shall  be  erected  on  the  residue  of 
the  land  owned  by  me  between  the  premises  conveyed  and  the 
''X)mer  of  Thirty-second-street." 

It  is  perfectly  obvious  in  what  sense  the  plaintiff  construed 
the  covenants  in  the  deed.  If  the  words  ''  two  houses"  have 
other  meaning  than  two  dwelling-houses,  of  the  general  charac- 
ter and  description  adopted,  and  used  in  that  particular  locality 
for  private  residences,  to  him  the  covenants  were  a  ''  delusion 
and  a  snare." 

The  defendant  Campbell  subsequently  conveyed  (1857)  to 
Mrs.  Underbill  twenty-six  feet  of  the  residue  of  the  premises 
(at  a  greatly  advanced  price),  the  deed  therefor  containing  a 
clause  against  nuisances,  &c.,  and  a  covenant  by  the  grantor, 
^  that  only  one  dwelling-house  shall  be  erected"  upon  the  land 
conveyed. 


<«''' 
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In  Turner  a.  Eyans  (2  ElUa  A  JSlouM.,  518),  the  rule  is  kid 
down  that  '^  the  language  of  all  contracts  most  be  eonstroBd 
with  reference  to  the  cirenmetaaceB  attending  th«  particnlar 
transaction.  W^e  are  to  look  at  the  whole  iastrumeni,  and  the 
object  of  the  parties,  and  see  what  is  llie  intention  of  tiie  pa^ 
ties,  to  be  collected  from  the  whole  of  the  language  with  r^er- 
ence  to  those.'' 

The  object  of  the  plaintiff  was  expresslj  stated  to  the  de 
fendant  Campbell  at  the  time  of  making  the  agreement  t, 
purchase,  '^  to  be  the  erection  of  a  yerj  expenmye  house ;"  this 
is  distinetlj  averred  bj  the  complaint,  and  is  not  denied  bj  Mr. 
CampbelL 

The  plaintiff  did  erect  a  very  expensire  house^  intended  for, 
and  used  by  him  as  a  priyate  residence,  at  a  cost  of  orer 
$50,000. 

Mrs.  UnderhiU  also  erected  a  firet-class  dweUing^honae  upon 
the  premises  conyeyed  to  her. 

The  specific  class  of  buildings^  or  the  purposes  against  which 
there  was  to  be  a  special  restriction,  characterized  by  Mr.  Camp- 
bell as  "  the  usual  nuisance  clause,"  had  its  origin  probably  in 
the  fact  that  Kn  Campbell  held  his  title  to  the  lands  in  ques^ 
tion  subject  to  such  restriction. 

The  defendant  Campbell  must  haye  known  the  sense  in  which 
the  plaintiff  accepted  the  promise  and  coyenant  not  to  build 
more  than  '^  two  houses"  on  the  residue  of  the  land. 

The  defmdant  Campbell  intended,  by  tlie  use  of  the  words 
^^  two  houses,"  to  restrict  and  confine  the  residue  of  his  land  to 
the  erection  of  two  dwelling-houses ;  it  was  his  interest  at  that 
time  to  do  so;  subsequently,  giving  this  construction  to  the 
words  of  his  coyenant,  he  ^^  often  applied  to  said  plaintiff  to  re- 
move said  restriction,  so  as  to  allow  him  (defendant)  to  put  up 
three  dwelling-houses,"  &c.,  &c.  Again,  the  defendant  Camp- 
bell, mindful  of  lus  covenant  with  the  plaintiff  when  he  coa- 
veyed  a  portion  of  the  '^  residue  of  his  land"  to  Mrs.  Underbill 
was  unembarrassed  in  defining  what  was  intended  and  to  be 
understood  by  the  term  '^  two  hoiises;"  his  grantee  was  required 
to  covenant  that  only  ^^  one  dwelling-house"  should  be  erected 
on  the  premises  conveyed. 

If  the  words  are  to  be  taken  in  their  ordinary  and  popnlar 
meaning.    Webster  says:  a  '^' house'  in  a  general  sense,  means 
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a  boflding  or  shed  intended  or  used  as  a  habitation  or  shelter  for 
animals  of  anj  kind,  but  appropriately  a  building  or  edifice  for 
the  habitation  of  man,  a  dwelling-place,  mansion,  or  abode  for 
anj  of  the  human  species."  Tomlin's  Law  Dictionary  defines  a 
"house"  to  be  "a  place  of  dwelling  or  habitation." 

If  an  advertisement  should  appear  in  one  of  our  city  news- 
papers, offering  ^'  for  sale  or  to  be  let  two  houses  situated  on  the 
FifUi  avenue,  between  Forty-second- street  and  the  Parade 
Ground,"  it  seems  to  m^  not  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  the 
great  majority  of  the  readers  would  be  disappointed  upon  be- 
ing advised  that  it  did  not  refer  to  first-class  dwelling-houses; 
and  the  astonishment  of  all  of  common  understanding  would, 
I  think,  be  quite  general,  when  inform'ed  that  the  "two  houses" 
were  simply  places  of  shelter  for  horses,  and  not  intended  as  a 
habitation  for  man. 

The  order  denying  the  motion  to  vacate  the  judgment  waa 
clearly  right,  and  must  be  afiirmed,  with  $10  costs. 


MAETIN  a.  THE  MAYOR,  &o.,  Ot*  NEW  YORK. 

New  York  Common  Pleas;  Special  Term^  Octoherj  1860. 

Justice's^  Judgment  dookbtbd  m  County  Clerk's  Office. — 

MaBINE  CoUAT. — CoMPTBOLLte's  Ai*PLI0ATION  TO  OPEN   JUDQ- 

XBNT. 

The  New  York  Karine  Court  oBUnot  open  JndgmeiitB  rendered  bj  thenii  nnleii 
the  eame  were  obtiuned  by  de&ult. 

The  act  of  1859,  giving  the  comptroller  power  to  take  all  neceeBarjr  means  to 
open  coUnsive  and  fraudulent  judgments  against  the  city,  does  not  give  to  the 
M^ne  Court  such  power. 

Though  a  transcript  of  such  judgment  has  been  filed  in  the  county  dark's  office, 
the  Common  Pleas  have  no  power  to  open  the  judgment. 

The  provision  of  section  68  of  the  Code,  as  amended  in  1851, — that  judgments  of 
such  a  court,  when  docketed  in  the  county  detk^S  office,  shall  be  deemed  judg- 
ments of  the  Common  Pleas, — means  that  they  are  to  be  so  considered,  simply 
for  the  purpose  of  enforcement 

When  a  transcript  of  a  judgment  recovered  ih  the  Marine  or  in  a  Justice's  Court 
has  been  filed  in  the  county  clerk's  office,  the  court  where  the  Judgment  was 
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recorered  can  no  longer  issne  execution,  but  the  judgment  must  be  enforced 
by  an  execution  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  alone. 
On  an  application  by  the  comptroller  to  the  Common  Pleas  to  open  a  Judgment 
against  the  city,  recovered  in  the  Marine  Court,  the  proper  course  is  to  enjoin 
the  plainUif  from  proceeding,  without  prejudice  to  his  right  to  sue  on  tiie  Judg- 
ment in  a  court  of  record. 

Proceedings  to  open  four  several  judgments  recovered  against 
the  defendants  by  George  Martin,  Oliver  Yalentine,  H.  F. 
Gibnore,  and  Samuel  Nusam,  respectively. 

These  actions  were  all  originally  commenced  in  the  Marine 
Court,  and  the  judgments  were  there  obtained.  Transcripts 
were  then  filed  in  the  county  clerk's  office,  and  executions  there- 
on issued,  as  out  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 

I.  Motion  in  the  Common  Pleas,  by  the  comptroller,  under 
Laws  of  1859,  chapter  489,  section  5,  to  vacate  the  judgment  of 
each  of  the  above  plaintiffs  against  the  defendants. 

Wm,  Ourtis  IfoyeSy  for  the  motion,  was  about  stating  the 
grounds  of  the  application,  when 

Richard  BvMeed^  counsel  for  each  and  all  of  the  plaintiffs, 
objected,  that  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  cannot  entertain  a 
motion  to  vacate  a  judgment  of  the  Marine  Court  on  the  mere 
filing  of  a  transcript  thereof  in  the  county  clerk's  office.  (McCann 
a.  Bamett,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  621.) 

By  the  Court. — Daly,  J. — ^This  court  can  only  acquire  juris- 
diction by  appeal  over  cases  which  have  been  tried  in  the 
Marine  Court.  The  filing  of  the  transcript  is  merely  for  the 
purpose  of  rendering  the  judgment  a  lien  on  real  estate,  and  of 
issuing  execution  thereon  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county. 

On  motion  of  Mr.  NayeSy  the  court  directed  an  order  to  be 
entered  in  each  of  these  causes,  postponing  the  further  hearing 
of  this  motion  for  ten  days,  and  enjoining  the  plaintiffs  irom 
proceeding  to  enforce  their  judgments  in  the  mean  time. 


n.  An  application  similar  to  the  above  was  then  made  in  the 
Court 
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Elbridge  T.  Gerry ^  for  the  motion. 
George  R.  Thomjpeon^  opposed. 

Br  THB  CouBT. — Maynabd,  J. — ^The  motion  made  in  these 
cases,  IB  to  vacate  the  several  judgments  rendered  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiffs  on  the  ground  of  collusion  or  fraud,  or  for  certain 
irregularities  alleged  to  exist  by  the  defendants.  It  is  admitted 
that  these  judgments  were  rendered  by  this  court,  after  a  regular 
and  fair  trial,  at  which  both  parties  were  represented.  It  has 
beeu  repeatedly  decided  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  that 
this  court  cannot  open  judgments  rendered  by  it,  unless  the 
Bame  were  obtained  by  default.  But  it  is  urged  on  the  part  of 
the  defendants,  that  the  fifth  section  of  the  tax-levy  act,  gives 
this  court  authority,  as  other  courts,  to  open  judgments  against 
the  defendants.  That  section  gives  the  comptroller  the  right, 
when  he  believes  that  a  judgment  has  been  obtained  by  colln- 
sioD,  or  is  founded  in  fraud,  to  apply  to  the  court,  and  take  such 
steps  to  open  and  reverse  the  same  as  are  necessary.  Assuming 
that  this  court  has  no  power  to  open  judgments  rendered  by  it 
after  trial,  I  cannot  think  that  the  language  of  that  section  con- 
fers this  new  power  upon  it.  This  is  essentially  a  statutory 
court,  and  its  power  is  confined  strictly  within  the  limits  pre- 
scribed by  statute.  It  can  take  no  power  by  implication.  The 
question  raised  by  counsel  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  the  act, 
die  extent  of  the  power  it  confers  upon  the  comptroller,  and  the 
questions  of  fact  raised  in  these  cases,  under  the  view  I  have 
Uken,  it  is  unnecessary  for  me  to  examine. 

The  motion  must  be  denied,  with  costs  in  each  case. 


in.  The  cases  then  came  up  again  in  the  Common  Pleas,  on 
an  order  to  show  cause,  on  which — 

TFm.  Curtis  Ncyee^  moved  to  make  the  stay  of  proceedings 
perpetual,  restraining  the  plaintiffs  from  taking  any  further  pro- 
ceedings in  the  enforcement  of  their  judgments ;  and  urged  in 
support  of  his  motion — I.  The  judgments  are  judgment^  of  this 
court  {fjode^  §  68 ;  Sholts  a.  Judges  of  Yates  Co.,  2  Cina.,  506 ; 
Ginochio  a.  Figari,  2  AVboWf  Pr.,  185.) 
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n.  A  jndgmeiit  obtained  bj  fraud  may  be  set  aaide  on 
bill  filed,  and  in  some  cases  if  monej  is  paid  out,  it  may  be  re- 
covered back.  (Moses  a.  Macferian,  8  Burfj  1005 ;  Cfreenl, 
Overt.  Cdsea  (ed.  1856),  340,  where  the  cases  are  cited  in  which 
thii  case  is  limited ;  Wright  a.  Miller,  4  8dd.^  9 ;  Dobson  a. 
PieNse,  a  Kem.^  15« ;  Oooper  a.  Ball,  14  H<m.  Fr.j  279.) 

UI.  This  court  having  power  over  its  process  maj,  on  motion, 
iiestrain  the  parties  from  abusing  it)  bj  perverting  it  to  the  en- 
fbroement  of  a  fraudulent  judgment.  1.  Where  the  inferior 
court  has  no  power  to  gmnt  relief,  a  court  of  equity,  in  cases 
of  fraud,  will  always  interfere,  and  forever  enjoin  the  party  ob- 
taiding  the  Judgment  from  proceeding  thereon.  (Floyd  a. 
Jayne,  6  Johns,  €h.y  479.)  ^  And  whenever  a  valid  judgment 
at  law  has  been  iniquitously  obtained,  equity  will  annul  what 
has  been  improperly  dotie  under  it  (Bissell  a.  Bozman^  8  Dev. 
CLy  160 ;  Livingston  a.  Hubbs,  8  Johns.  (7A.,  51S.)  S.  Whe^ 
ever  the  court  has  power  to  make  an  order,  (n  consequence  of 
having  jurisdiction  over  the  nubject-matter  of  the  suit  or  prch 
ceeding,  and  which  a  person  is  bound  to  obey  in  consequence 
of  his  being  eidier  actually  or  constructively  a  party  to  the 
suit,  it  may  enforce  obedience  to  such  order  by  the  process  of 
injunction.  (Matter  of  Hemniss,  8  PfUge^  317 ;  Colt  ei  d*  a. 
Cornwall,  8  Baot^  109.)  This  last  ctfse  is  directly  in  point,  be- 
ing on  a  petition  in  the  nature  of  a  motion  to  restrain  the  issu* 
ing  of  an  execution  at  law^  and  the  same  pridoiple  is  involved 
in  the  case  in  Paige.  4>  So^  satisfaction  of  It  paid  judgment 
may  be  compelled  on  motion ;  a  bill  in  equity  is  unnecessaiy. 
^Briggs  a.  Thompson,  80  Johns.y  894.)  So  to  set  aside  a  jadg^ 
ment  for  fraud.  (McLaren  a^  McLaren,  6  Wend.^  537.)  It  is 
now  a  well-settled  general  principle,  that  in  all  cases  where  an 
cmdita  querela  would  lie,  relief  may  be  had  on  motion  addressed 
to  the  equitable  power  of  the  court.  (Baker  a»  TJlster  Co.  G.  F.) 
4:  Johns.,  191;  Graham's  Pr.,  3  ed.,  450-1;  Pleim  a.  Hen- 
shall,  10  Bing.y  84.)  And  although  that  remedy  is  applicable 
mainly  to  mi^fters  occurring  after  judgment,  yet  the  rule  is  the 
same  as  to  all  matters  hi^pening  before^  of  which  the  defend- 
ant could  uot  avail  himself)  or  from  the  use  of  which  he  was 
improperly  excluded  prior  to  that  time. 

Oeorge  R.  Thompson^  opposed. 
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Bt  the  Goubt. — ^Dalt,  J. — Judge  MajBard  decided  up<Hi 
the  application  made  to  him,  that  he  has  no  power  to  open  the 
jadgment,  and  I  think  there  can  be  no  question  as  to  the  cor- 
rectness of  that  decision.  The  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  1859, 
for  raising  money  by  tax  {Laws  ^1859, 1127),  merely  author- 
izes the  comptroller  to  take  all  proper  and  necessary  means  to 
open  and  reverse  judgments  obtained  against  the  city  by  collu- 
sion, or  which  are  founded  in  fraud.  The  Marine  Court,  when 
the  act  of  1859  was  passed,  had  no  power  to  open  a  judgment, 
unless  it  was  obtained  by  default,  nor  to  reverse  oue,  except 
upon  an  appeal  to  the  general  term  of  that  court,  and  there  is 
certainly  nothing  in  the  clause  quoted  from  that  act,  giving  to 
the  Marine  Court  any  such  power.  By  the  filing  of  a  transcript 
of  the  judgment  with  the  county  clerk,  it  became,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  enforcing  it  against  both  real  and  personal  property,  a 
judgment  of  this  court,  and  execution  thereafter  could  issue 
only  out  of  this  court.  (Sholts  a.  Judges  of  Yates  County,  2 
Cow.,  506.) 

The  Code  (§  68)  declares  that  when  the  transcript  is  docketed 
it  shall  have  the  same  efiect  as  a  lien,  and  be  enforced  in  the 
same  manner  as,  and  be  deemed  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas.  We  have  never  understood  the  words  ^^  and 
be  deemed,"  introduced  by  the  amendment  of  1851,  as  giving 
us  the  same  power  that  we  have  over  one  of  our  own  judg- 
ments of  opening  it,  allowing  a  party  to  come  in  and  defend, 
or  setting  it  aside  for  good  cause.  When  we  open  one  of  our 
own  judgments,  the  cause  continues  in  this  court,  and  we  have 
control  of  it,  until  it  is  again  finally  disposed  of.  Upon  setting 
aside  a  judgment^  the  parties  are  placed  in  the  position  in  which 
they  were,  before  the  judgment  was  recovered ;  but  if  a  judg* 
ment  transferred  to  this  court  by  the  filing  of  a  transcript  is  set 
aside,  there  is  nothing  more  remaining  in  this  court.  The  judg- 
ment of  the  courts  below  still  stands;  and  the  Legislature  have 
not  indicated  how,  or  in  what  way,  the  cause  could  be  heard 
again.  By  the  act  of  1853,  specific  authority  is  given  to  the 
Marine  Court  to  open  judgments  obtained  by  default,  showing 
very  clearly  that  the  Legislature  intended,  when  the  discre- 
tionary power  of  opening  a  judgment  was  to  be  exercised,  that 
it  should  be  exercised  in  the  court  where  the  previous  proceed- 
ings have  been  had.    We  undei'stand  the  amendment  of  1851, 
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therefore,  as  meaning  nothing  more  than  that  the  judgment  is 
to  be  deemed  a  judgment  of  this  court,  simplj  for  the  purpose 
of  being  enforced  against  both  real  as  well  as  personal  property; 
the  words  ^^  shall  be  deemed,"  may  have  been  thought  necessary 
to  prevent  any  question  arising  as  to  the  validity  of  titles  to  real 
estate  derived  from  sales  made  under  such  judgments.  We  un- 
doubtedly have  control  over  it,  as  we  necessarily  possess  the 
power  of  staying  proceedings  upon  the  execution,  and  there  is 
sufficient  in  the  affidavit  of  the  comptroller  to  invoke  the  ex- 
ercise of  our  discretionary  power. 

But  the  defendant  denies  that  there  has  been  either  collusion 
or  fraud,  and  swears  that  he  rendered  the  services  for  which 
judgment  has  been  obtained.  If  we  were,  as  requested,  to  en- 
join the  plaintiff  perpetually  from  enforcing  the  judgment  by 
execution,  we  should  cut  him  off  from  all  opportunity  of  repel- 
ling the  imputation  of  fraud  or  collusion,  or  of  establishing  the 
validity  of  his  claim. 

In  a  case  so  peculiar  as  this,  I  suppose  the  proper  course 
would  be,  to  enjoin  the  plaintiff  from  proceeding  to  enforce  his 
judgment,  but  .without  prejudice  to  his  right  to  bring  an  action 
upon  it  in  a  court  of  record.  In  such  an  action  the  defendants 
could  apply  for  such  affirmative  equitable  relief  against  the 
judgment  as  they  may  be  entitled  to.  They  could,  by  way  of 
defence  to  the  action,  obtain  all  the  relief  which,  in  analogous 
cases  (Floyd  a.  Jayne,  6  Johns.  Ch.^  479 ;  Livingston  a.  Hubbs, 
2  /&.,  512 ;  BisscU  a.  Bogman,  2  Dev.  Ch.y  160 ;  Matter  of 
Hemiup,  2  Paigey  817 ;  Colt  a.  Cornwall,  2  JSoot^  109),  was 
obtained  before  the  Code  by  a  bill  in  equity.  (Amdt  a.  Wil- 
liams, 16  How.  Pr.y  244.)  To  this  extent,  therefore,  the  motion 
is  granted. 

The  other  three  cases  being  in  all  respects  like  this,  the  same 
disposition  is  made  of  the  motions  in  these  suits.* 


^  The  order  settled  and  entered  in  each  and  all  of  the  above  casea  is  as  foUowB : 
After  reciting  the  various  motions  and  proceedings  as  above  set  forth,  it 
provides : 

"That  each  and  all  of  the  said  plain tiflb  in  the  above-entitled  actions  raspeo- 
tively,  and  all  others  claiming  by  or  under  them,  or  any  of  them,  be,  and  they 
are  hereby  perpetually  enjoined  and  restrained  from  proceeding  to  enforce  the 
aforesaid  Judgments,  and  each  of  them,  by  them  obtidned  against  the  said  de- 
fendants, by  any  process  or  proceeding  whatever,  except  by  bringing  suits  on  the 


NEW  TOEK  801 


Matter  of  the  Graduatea. 


MATTER  OF  THE  GRADITATES. 

Covrt  ofAjppedU;  November  Term,  1860. 

AiTOBinETS. — Admihrton  to  thb  Bab. — ^Appeal. — ^Conbittu- 

noNAL  Law. 

Where  any  power  is  oon/erred  upon  a  oonrt  of  jnstioe  to  be  ezeicieed  by  It  as  a 
oonrt,  in  the  maimer  and  with  the  formalities  used  in  its  ordinary  proceedings, 
the  action  of  the  court  may  be  regarded  as  judkial^  irrespective  of  the  original 
nature  of  the  power. 

Whenerer  tho  law  confors  a  rights  and  anthorises  an  application  to  a  court  of  ]u»- 
tioe  to  enforce  that  right,  the  proceedings  upon  such  application  must  be  re- 
garded Mjudkial, 

An  ^>plication  for  admission  to  practise  as  an  attorney,  is  a  remedy  of  the  class 
of  special  proceedings ;  and  an  appeal  lies  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  from  an 
order  of  the  court  denying  such  application. 

The  statute  of  I860,— providing  that  any  graduate  of  the  Law  School  of  Colum- 
bia College  shall  be  admitted  upon  his  diploma  to  practise'— is  not  unconsti- 
tational.  On  a  &ir  construction,  it  has  reference  only  to  the  requisite  qualifi- 
cations of  learning  and  ability,  and  does  not  necessarily  assume  to  dispense  with 
the  constitutional  requirements  as  to  age,  sex,  &c. 

The  power  of  the  Supreme  Court  over  the  admission  of  attorneys,  is  not  beyond 
the  control  of  the  Legislature. 

An  admission  of  attorneys  is  not  app(^tment  to  office  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Coostitntion. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Snpreme  Court,  denying  an  ap- 
plication of  the  graduates  of  Columbia  College  Law  School, 
for  admission  to  practise  as  attorneys. 

■ 

By  the  act  entitled  "  An  act  relative  to  the  Law  School  of 
Columbia  Collegef  passed  April  7, 1860,  it  was  enacted,  that 
the  professors  in  the  Law  School  of  Columbia  College,  and  the 
law  committee  of  the  trustees  of  said  college,  are  constituted 


s^d  judgoMnts  in  a  court  of  record ;  and  that  in  such  suits  the  defendants  be  at 
liberty  to  set  up  by  way  of  defence  thereto,  any  matters  that  might  have  been 
inteiposed  as  a  defence  to  the  said  actions,  and  each  of  them,  before  the  Judgments 
were  therein  obtained  as  above  set  forth." 
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a  committee,  any  three  of  whom,  being  counsellors  at  law,  shall 
form  a  quorum,  upon  whose  examination  and  recommendation, 
as  evidenced  bj  the  diploma  of  said  college,  granted  upon  such 
recommendation,  auj  graduate  of  said  Law  School  shall  be 
admitted  to  practise  as  an  attorney  and  counsellor  at  law,  in  all 
the  courts  of  this  State;  and  that  no  diploma  shall  be  sufficient 
for  such  admission,  which  is  given  for  aaj  peeiod  of  attendance 
upon  the  said  school  for  a  term  less  than  eighteen  months ;  but 
this  period  of  eighteen  months  shall  not  apply  to  the  members 
of  the  present  senior  class,  in  said  Law  School,  who  may  be  ad- 
mitted to  practise  as  aforesaid  upon  the  examination  and  recom- 
mandaldon  of  said  committee,  and  upon  the  evidence  of  th0 
diploma  of  the  college. 

Under  this  act,  several  graduates  of  the  Law  School  applied 
to  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  first  district  to  ba  admitted  to 
pnactise. 

An  application  of  the  graduates  of  the  Law  School  of  the 
Kew  York  University  was  made  about  the  same  time,  under  a 
similar  statute  relating  to  that  institution*  Both  applications 
were  denied.  The  opinions  of  the  court  are  reported,  10  AtUSj 
387.  From  the  orders  entered,  appeals  were  taken  to  the  Court 
of  Appeals.  That  in  the  case  of  the  Law  School  of  Columbia 
College  was  argued  by 

Theodore  W.  DwigJUy  of  the  faculty  of  the  Law  SchooL 
L  The  order  is  appealable. 

1.  This  motion  is  a  proper  remedy.  This  would  be  so  at 
common  law.  UH  juSy  ^i  remediun^  There  is  no  distinct 
remedy  by  action  which  would  clothe  t];ie  appellant  with  the 
right  to  practise.  A  mandamus  will  not  lie  to  the  Suprenae 
Court  Besides,  as  an  admission  to  the  bar  by  the  court  is  a 
judicial  act  (see  Commonwealth  on,  rieL  Braokinridge  a.  Com- 
mon Pleas,  1  Serg.  <&  JRomU^  187 ;  JEa^.  Secombe,  19  Saw. 
(27.  jSI),  15),  a  mandamus  cannot,  on  recogpized  principles,  be 
granted.  There  is  no  way  in  which  the  appellant  can  be  ad- 
mitted, except  by  an  order  of  the  court.  An  application  for 
an  order  is  a  motion.  Attorneys  are  admitted  upon  motion  by 
the  court.  {Esp.  Stokes,  1  Chit,^  656 ;  Eep.  Kowle,  2  7R.,  61 ; 
Lowe  qf  1847,  ch.  280,  §  75.)  However  this  may  be  at  comr 
mon  law,  this  motion  is  a  remedy  undeit  the  Code.    Eveijr 


NEW  YORK.  JOS 


lUtUr  of  tU  Onduatet. 


original  appUcatioa  to  a  coart  of  joBiiee  for  a  judgment  or  an 
ofder  k  a  remedy.    (Belknap  a.  WiAarSy  1  £&m,j  477.) 

S.  This  is  a  special  proceeding.  It  cannot  be  an  .action* 
(Hjstt  a.  Seelj)  1  K&m.^  52 ;  Belknap  a.  Waters,  Ib.j  478.) 

8.  The  order  is  ther^ore  appealable  nnder  section  11,  subdip* 
vision  8,  of  the  Code.  It  is  an  aotnal  detennination  of  the 
eonrt  Whatev^  the  conrt  does  ia  that  capacity  is  judicial. 
(Matter  of  Canal  and  Walker  streets,  2  M&m.y  406.)  A  statute 
may  confer  a  power  npon  a  conrt,  which  it  will  at  once  proceed 
to  exercise  in  the  same  manner  as  it  ei^ercises  jurisdiction 
grsi^ed  by  the  Constitution.  It  uses  all  the  ordinary  ma^ 
ehinery  of  the  coort  in  snch  a  case ;  requires  the  services  of  its 
offic««  and  the  buildings  appropriated  to  its  ordinary  business. 
The  powers  incident  to  its  general  jurisdiction,  so  far  as  appli** 
cable,  attach  at  once  to  the  new  subject  (iS.,  411.)  An  ad- 
missiim  to  die  courts  is  clearly  a  judicial  act.  (See  the  oases 
previously  cited  from  Ohitty,  also  2  W.  Blaok.^  734 ;  E»p.  Smith, 
IDavL  A  Rylj  882 ;  1  Serg.  <b  RmU,  187, 193, 195.)  The 
<Htbr  of  admiasion  becomes  a  record,  and  of  so  high  a  nature, 
that  the  only  way  of  testing  it  is  by  the  plea  of  nvl  tid  reeord. 
{Jbrr^fieldPa  Law  cf  AtUnmeySj  29.) 

Seotion  75  of  the  judiciary  act  expresdiy  provides^  that  a  can- 
didate, applying  to  be  admitted  to  practise,  shall  be  examined 
hj  the  justices  ci  the  Supreme  Court  at  a  general  term  thereof; 
and  if  found  qualified,  &c.,.the  court  shall  direct  an  order  to 
be  made  by  the  clerk  thereof,  stating  that  such  person  has  been 
80  examined  and  found  to  possess  die  qualifications,  &c.  The 
admission  takes  place  by  the  court,  in  its  ordinary  course  of 
action ;  it  requires  the  services  of  its  officers ;  the  order  is  to  be 
entered  by  the  clerk  in  the  usual  wi^. 

The  act  of  1860  is  in  pari  materiawMi  the  judiciary  act,  and 
most  be  construed  in  connection  with  it.  The  admission  is,  to 
all  appearances,  to  take  place  in  the  same  manner.  The  court, 
in  hearing  this  motion,  in  rejecting  it,  and  in  directing  an  order 
to  be  entered  to  that  effect,  manifestly  acted  as  a  court  More* 
over,  in  the  present  case,  the  oourt  expressly  assume  to  act  as 
snch,  and  rest  the  denial  of  the  motion  upon  the  ground  that  there 
is  not  sufficient  legal  evidence  before  them.  The  act,  moreover, 
makes  the  diploma  evidence,  showing  the  matter  to  be  judicial. 

The  order  made  is  final,  and  disposes  of  the  whole  subjeot» 
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The  Confititution,  the  judiciary  act,  and  the  law  of  April  7, 
1860,  show  that  a  right  has  been  affected.  A  person  haying 
certain  qualifications  is  entitled  to  an  admission  to  practise  in 
all  the  courts  of  this  State,  and  has,  therefore,  a  right  to  be  ad- 
mitted. Wherever  a  court  is  bound  to  decide  w  meritoJtutiUaj 
error  will  lie.    (Evans  a.  Adams,  3  Oreen.  (iT. «/.),  878.) 

This  right  is  substantial.  The  appellant  has  rights  under  the 
law  of  April  7, 1860,  which  he  has  not  under  the  judiciary  act 
alone,  and  under  the  rule  of  the  court  Under  the  law,  he  can 
be  admitted  at  any  time ;  under  the  rule,  only  during  two 
terms  of  the  year.  Under  the  rule,  he  can  only  make  his  ap- 
plication in  the  district  where  he  resides ;  under  the  law,  he  can 
be  admitted  in  any  district.  If  the  decision  be  not  reversed,  he 
must  lose,  for  six  months,  the  right  to  practise. 

Striking  an  attorney  off  the  roll,  without  cause,  cannot  be 
distinguished,  in  principle,  from  refusing  to  admit  one  who 
shows  himself  entitled  to  an  admission.  A  writ  of  error  will 
lie  in  favor  of  an  attorney  who  has  been  wrongfully  removed 
fA)m  office  by  the  court  below.  (Strother  a.  The  State,  1  JVm- 
Binirij  605 ;  £ap,  Secombe,  19  Sow.  ( U.  &),  15.) 

If  this  order  be  not  appealable,  a  law  may  be  pronounced 
unconstitutional  on  motion,  without  argument,  and  its  effect 
nullified  without  any  opportunity  for  review.  The  decision 
that  a  law  is  unconstitutional,  is  clearly  an  exercise  of  judicial 
authority.  (Thomas  a.  Board  of  Commissioners,  5  Indiana 
{Farter),  4.) 

Since  this  decision,  the  appellant  cannot  assume  to  act  as  an 
attorney,  without  an  apparent  contempt  of  court ;  nor  can  it  be 
perceived  how,  by  the  very  terms  of  the  act,  he  can  proceed 
without  being  admitted  to  practise. 

The  right  of  review  being  fundamental,  is  always  presumed 
to  exist  Even  if  there  be  an  intention  to  take  it  away,  it  must 
be  expressed  with  irresistible  clearness.  (Lawton  a.  Commis- 
sioners of  Highways,  2  Oaly  179-181 ;  8  SiU^  464,  per  Cowxv, 
J. ;  Starr  a.  Trustees,  6  WencLj  664.) 

The  rules  of  the  common  law  cannot  be  followed  strictly, 
since  the  Code,  in  determining  the  right  of  appeal.  The  only 
question  is  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  statute  or  Code.  The 
former  test,  as  to  whether  the  proceedings '  were  according  to 
the  course  of  the  common  law  (Case  of  Cardiffe  Bridge,  1  SaOt-^ 
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144-U6 ;  TidS!9  Pr.^  1051),  is  no  longer  applicable.  (Evans  a. 
AdamB,  3  Oreen  {N.  J.\  373 ;  Belknap  cu  Waters,  1  Kem.^  477.) 

There  are  cases,  however,  which,  in  principle,  hold  that  this 
case  woold  be  appealable  at  common  law.  Tlius  it  has  been 
said,  ^'  wherever  a  decision  upon  a  motion  disposes  finally  of 
the  case,  a  writ  of  error  will  lie."  (Cavanaugh  a.  Titus,  5  Wu- 
continy  144.) 

II.  This  order  onght  to  be  reversed. 

1.  At  common  law  the  conrt  had  no  power  to  appoint  an  at- 
torney or  counsellor. 

2.  The  rules  regulating  the  appointment  of  an  attorney  are 
merely  statutory.  This  appears  from  the  history  of  the  English 
law.  In  this  State,  in  the  colonial  period,  attorneys  were  uni- 
formly appointed  by  the-  governor.  Judicial  decisions,  in  this 
country,  recognize  the  English  rule.  The  power  of  the  Legifr- 
latare  may  also  be  derived  from  the  nature  of  the  case. 
Whether  there  should  be  any  regulations  on  the  subject  at  all, 
and  if  any,  what  they  should  be,  is  a  question  of  public  policy 
which  the  Legislature  alone  is  competent  to  decide.  It  will  be 
shown  that  attorneys,  since  the  first  statutes,  have  been  treated 
as  public  ofScers,  and  their  appointment,  as  such,  has  been 
regulated  by  the  Legislature. 

IIL  The  act  in  question,  entitled  ^^An  act  relative  to  the 
Law  School  of  Oolumbia  College,"  is  not  unconstitutional.  The 
provision  on  the  subject  in  the  Constitution  was  inserted,  not  to 
confer  power  upon  the  court,  but  privileges  upon  the  citizen. 
The  Constitution  expressly  witlidraws  from  the  court  the  power 
to  appoint  public  officers,  among  whom  attorneys  are  included. 
All  the  power  which  the  court  now  possesses  is  simply  to  ascer- 
tain the  qualifications  of  an  attorney,  and  to  enter  an  order 
stating  that  they  are  ascertained.  The  act  makes  the  diploma 
of  the  college  evidence  of  the  existence  of  these  qualifications, 
▼hich  is  within  the  power  of  the  Legislature.  The  word  ad- 
mission, in  the  Constitution,  means  only  the  power  of  entrance,, 
and  confers  no  authority  upon  the  court.  The  contempora- 
neous construction  of  this  provision  by  the  Legislature  in  the 
judiciary  act,  upholds  this  law.  If  unconstitutional,  the  prac^ 
tice  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  admitting  to  all  the  courts,  is  itselff 
objectionable.  It  is  not  a  nugatory  thing  to  admit  one  who  ia» 
entitled  by  statute  to  admission,  the  object  of  the  formal  apt 
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being  to  place  his  name  upon  the  roll,  to  prove  his  title  and  to 
furnish  the  court  with  a  more  ready  means  of  administering 
discipline.  The  clause  in  the  Constitution  affecting  this  ques- 
tion, was  intended  probably  as  a  restraint  upon  the  judiciary, 
and  not  upon  the  Legislature.  If  there  be  anj  objection  to  the 
law,  because  bj  its  unguarded  language  it  allows  unqualified 
persons  to  be  admitted  (which  is  denied),  it  is  only  Toid  to  that 
extent.*  * 


^  The  argument  of  the  learned  oonnael  upon  this  branch  of  the  case  embraoei 
BO  exhaustive  a  view  of  the  history  and  course  of  admission  of  attorneys,  that  we 
present  it  here  at  length. 

I.  The  court,  by  common  law,  had  no  power  to  admit  an  attorney  or  counsellor 
to  practise. 

1.  As  to  attorneys.  It  was  the  policy  of  the  common  law,  in  order  that  sniti 
might  not  multiply  and  increase,  that  both  plaintiff  and  defendant  should  appesr 
in  person  in  all  actions,  real,  personal,  and  mixed,  as  well  In  courts  of  recoid  u 
not  of  record.  The  old  writs  demanded  that  the  defendants  should  appear,  which 
was  always  in  proper  person.  The  Justices  sometimes  allowed  one  to  act  for  a 
party  in  his  absence,  provided  that  he  was  personally  selected  by  such  party  in 
the  presence  of  the  court.  Such  a  person  was  called  a  "  respomaUt.**  There  wu 
no  restriction  as  to  the  character  of  this  person.  A  father  could  respond  for  a  son, 
a  foreigner  for  a  foreigner,  a  husband  for  a  wife.  (OkmviU$  de  Legibm^  bk.  11, 
ch.  8 ;  1  RetDM*  Bd,  English  Law,  169.) 

Lord  Coke  calls  especial  attention  to  the  difference  between  a  *'  retponatdu"  and 
an  attorney.    (2  Ooke'a  InaLy  249,  260,  commenting  on  the  statute  of  Wedm.  2d.) 

While  the  justices  could  not  permit  a  person  to  appear  by  attorney,  the  king, 
by  the  plenitude  of  his  prerogative,  might  appoint  an  attorney,  and  give  any 
person  a  right  to  appear  in  this  manner.  Letters-patent  would  issue  ont  of 
chancery,  or  under  the  privy  seal,  commanding  the  justices  to  admit  sach  and 
such  a  person  as  attorney  for  another,  in  regard  to  the  particular  suit  in  ques- 
tion. This  is  a  very  early  instance  of  a  royal  mandamus  to  the  courts,  command- 
ing the. courts  to  admit  attorneys,  &c.  The  words  were  "  mcmdamut  tU  admiadu." 
(See  R^fisUr  of  WriU,  20-22 ;  Baam't  AbridgmaU,  tit  Attomeif,  par.  1.)  These  let- 
ters were  usually  granted  for  some  special  reason,  such  as  absence  and  sickneis, 
although  the  authority  might  be  general,  and  was  entirely  at  the  pleasure  of  the 
king.    (See  Cb.  IM.,  128,  a,  §  196  ;  PfUnd.  Abr.,  tit.  AUomeg.) 

These  writs  continued  to  be  used  side  by  side  with  the  statutes  hereafter 
noticed.  The  Register  contains  a  large  number  of  forms  of  writs  containiDg  the 
words  **  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  provided."  One  of 
them  discloses  a  reason  why  they  were  applied  for.  The  command  is,  that  the 
justices  admit  the  attorney  **  nm  diffiadiaU/*  The  judges  apparently  resisted  tb« 
command  of  the  statue,  and  this  writ  was  devised  to  overcome  their  objecUonB.* 

Besides,  as  will  be  seen,  the  statutes  did  not  extend,  at  first,  to  many  cases,  and 
the  writs  supplied,  in  individual  instances,  the  defects  of  legislation. 


*  Saya  Lord  Coke :  **  Hera  Is  a  leeret  Is  lav,  that,  upon  any  atatote  made  for  tba  eosuaoa  p«m 
or  good  of  the  realm,  a  writ  may  be  derlsed  for  the  better  exeoatlon  of  the  aune^  aoeordlaf  tetfee 
flbroeandeffeetortheaot.'*    (8 /net,  162.) 


NEW  YORK.  807 


Matter  of  the  Oradoatea. 


By  the  Coubt. — Selden,  J. — ^This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order 
made  at  a  general  term  of  the  Supreme  Court,  in  the  first  ju- 
dicial district,  denying  the  application  of  the  appellant  to  be 
admitted  to  practise  as  an  attorney  and  counsellor  at  law,  pur- 


Sometimea  two  or  more  general  attorneys  were  appointed  by  letters-patent,  with 
power  to  sabetitnte  others  in  their  places,  and  with  power  reserved  to  the  client 
to  reroke  the  appointment.  Such  persons  were  often  appointed  to  act  during  the 
absence  or  sickness  of  the  client ;  their  authority  ceasing  on  his  return  or  re- 
covery. 

Heads  of  monasteries  or  religious  houses  were  especially  &vored  in  this  respect. 
One  of  the  forms  in  the  Register  is  so  illustratiye,  that  a  translation  of  it  is  sub- 
joined:— **The  King,  &c.,  to  all  to  whom  these  presents  may  come,  Greeting. 
Know  Ye,  that,  whereas  the  lands  and  tenements  of  the  Abbey  of  St.  Peter  of 
Gloucester  lie  in  different  counties  of  our  realm,  and  far  from  the  Abbey,  and  that 
frequently  the  Abbot  is  greatly  entangled  in  lawsuits  and  yexed  in  different 
eoorts  in  said  counties,  by  persons  plotting  to  annoy  him  with  labors  and  to  over- 
load him  with  expenses,  because  the  said  Abbot,  on  account  of  the  distance 
of  the  lands  and  the  dangers  of  the  roads,  cannot  struggle  through  the  prosecu- 
tion of  controversies  concerning  them  without  the  greatest  personal  risk,  and 
without  ruinous  cost,  we  having  considered  the  premises,  and  wishing  to  do  a 
ipedal  favor  to  the  aforesaid  Abbot,^ cherishing,  as  we  do,  a  apiritual  affection  for 
the  church  where  our  father  Edward  of  blessed  memory  lies  buried, — for  ourselves 
and  our  heirs,  grant  to  such  Abbot  for  the  whole  time  of  his  life,  the  power  to 
make  and  constitute  general  attorneys  for  prosecuting  and  defending  all  pleas  and 
oomplaints  which  may  be  moved  for  or  against  him  in  any  courts  whatever,  and 
that  the  said  attorneys,  or  any  one  of  them  who  may  be  present,  may  make  whomso- 
erer  they  wish  attorneys  for  prosecuting,  and  defending,  &c. ;  and  the  said  Abbot 
may  remove  the  general  attorneys  so  appointed,  as  often  as  he  may  see  fit,  and 
appoint  others.  Let  not  this  concession  of  ours  be  drawn  into  a  precedent.  By 
the  King  himself."  {Bigider  of  Writt,  22.)  This  writ  is  especially  interesting,  as 
(bowing  how  corporations  originally  appeared,  and  how  it  happened  that  they 
appeared  by  attorney.  The  "  special  fovor"  alluded  to  in  this  writ  was  often  ex- 
hibited, as  there  are  fifteen  different  forms  of  showing  it  forth  to  be  found  in  the 
Bcgiater. 

This  writ  shows  clearly  that  such  an  attorney  was  simply  an  attorney  in  fact. 

It  may  be  conjectured  that  the  statutes,  to  be  hereafter  noticed,  allowing  attor- 
neys, were  passed  to  prevent  the  delays  which  were  so  common  in  ancient  law- 
raits.  The  distance  of  the  land,  the  dangers  of  the  road,  the  inconvenience  of 
trarelling,  were  all  reasons  why  the  old  rule,  which  required  the  presence  of  the 
cli<mt  at  court,  should  be  dispensed  with.  As  soon  as  attorneys  were  allowed, 
there  was  no  excuse  for  delay.  Accordingly,  in  the  first  statute  upon  the  subject, 
it  was  enacted  that  the  previously  recognized  legal  excuses  for  absence  from  court 
ihoQld  be  hereafter  abrogated,  and  unless  the  tenant  was  present  by  attorney, 
the  case  should  go  by  default.     (Statute  qf  WettmauUr  1st,  ch.  42.) 

In  the  absence  of  letters-patent,  it  is  clear  that  attorneys  could  not  exist  at  com* 
moQ  law.  Says  the  Mirror  of  Justices,  "  it  is  an  abuse  to  have  an  attorney,  ex- 
cept by  writ,  out  of  chancery. ' '  (No.  100  of  Abunoiu  qf  th^  Law,)  Lord  Ck>ke  adopts 
the  senUment.     (2  InttitMUm,  250.) 
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snant  to  the  proTisiona  of  the  act  relative  to  the  Law  School  of 
Columbia  College,  passed  April  7,  I860;  and  the  first  question 
to  be  considered,  is  whether  an  appeal  will  lie  to  this  conrt 
from  such  an  order. 


2.  Barristen  or  coanael  were  not,  at  commoD  law,  nor  are  they  now,  in  Bngland, 
admitted  by  the  conrt.  The  barrister  went  to  the  bar  by  means  of  anthority 
granted  by  the  Inns  of  Conrt,  which  were  voluntary  associations  and  unincorpo- 
rated. The  Judge  could  not  require  the  benchers  to  add  any  penons  to  their  num- 
ber unless  they  saw  fit,  nor  could  barristers  be  created,  as  attomejrs  often  were, 
by  letters^patent.  (Pssros't  Inm  <^  CbnH,  60.  See  FortmcuA  dt  LaaMma,  Amos,  ed^ 
182^188 ;  4  Rmm*  Hid.  Engkth  Law,  678,  674.)  The  Inns  of  Court  raaolved.  at  to 
early  period,  not  to  admit  any  attorneys  to  the  degree  of  barristers,  and  to  dismiss 
banisters  if  they  practised  as  attorneys.  {Ih.)  The  barrister  assumed  his  gowa 
without  the  aoquieeoence  of  anybody  but  the  house  to  wliich  he  belonged, 
(/'eores,  62.)  The  discretion  of  the  societies  in  admitting  barristers  is  understood 
to  be  uncontrollable.  (King  a.  Benchers  of  linoolns'  Inn,  4  BamwtU  $c  GrtmuU, 
866.)  It  is  well  known  that  these  associations  haye  continued,  down  to  the 
present  day,  to  admit  barristers,  with  a  greater  or  less  degree  of  stringenqr  in 
the  examinations.  They  are  now  sensibly  increasing  the  requirements  necesBsiy 
for  an  admission.  From  them  can  be  derived  a  commentary,  running  through  a 
period  of  half  a  doaen  or  more  centuries,  upon  the  proposition  that  the  qualifies- 
tions  of  counsel  can  be  ascertained  without  applying  to  the  court  to  test  their 
fitness. 

JI.  The  power  of  clients  to  appoint  attorneys,  and  of  the  court  to  regulate  their 
admisrion,  is  statutory  in  its  character. 

This  will  appear,  1,  Historically.  The  power  of  clients  to  appoint  their  attor- 
neys was  conferred  in  England  by  Statute  Westminster  2d  (8  Edw.  I.^  ch.  42),  in 
certain  cases.  The  object  of  this  legislation  was  to  confer  the  right  to  appear  by 
attorney  without  applying  to  the  king.  In  this  way  the  king  gave  up  fees  which 
he  used  to  possess,  when  he  could  command  the  justices  to  admit  an  attorney. 
{2Btmm*  Bid.  SnpUth  Law,  169 ;  2  (hke't  ItutUuim,  877,  878 ;  SUduU  WedmintUr  2d.) 
These  acts'eztended  to  corporations  by  force  of  the  word  "t&i"  or  "  they ;"  the 
language  of  the  act  being  that  they  who  have  lands,  &c.,  in  litigation,  may  make 
an  attorney.  (2  Obke,  878.)  In  those  cases  to  which  the  statute  and  succeeding 
acts  did  not  extend,  the  courts  were  very  rigid  in  applying  the  former  rule.  In 
the  first  act,  three  cases  are  mentioned,  but  one  quite  important  was  omitted— 
the  action  of  novel  disseisin,  as  it  was  termed.  By  12  Edw.  II.  (ch.  1),  it  was  en- 
acted that  the  tenant  in  possesBion  might  appear  by  attorney  in  that  action.  In 
the  Tear  Books  (21  Edw.  III.,  41),  a  curious  case  is  reported.  The  demandant 
appeared  by  attorney.  Said  Srov,  J. — How  can  you  i^^^pear  by  attorney,  when 
you  have  nothing  in  the  tenancy?  Counsel. — It  is  the  common  course,  whether 
one  is  demandant  or  tenant.  Hill,  J. — At  the  common  law,  neither  tenant  nor 
demandant  could  appear  by  attorney,  but  only  by  baili£  By  statute  it  is  ordained 
that  a  tenant  can  appear,  bpt  it  is  not  ordained  that  a  demandant  can.  The  at- 
torney was  therefore  excluded.  Beecher's  Case  (8  CUbe,  68),  as  well  as  many  cases 
in  the  Tear  Books,  hold  it  to  be  incompetent  for  a  party  to  appear  by  attorney  in 
a  case  to  which  the  statutes  did  not  extend.  Judgment  would  go  by  defrsU 
against  a  person  who  appeared  in  this  manner  without  the  authority  of  the 
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It  18  suggeeted,  as  an  objection  to  the  appeal,  that  Buch  an 
application  is  not  a  judicial  proceeding;  that  the  power  of  ap- 
pointing or  admitting  attorneys  and  connsellors  is  executive  or 
admimstratiye,  rather  than  judicial,  and  might  be  conferred 


itatute.    la  a  cue  of  detinue  {Tmr  Book,  9  Edw.  III.,  6),  a  party  lost  his  case  by 
appearing  by  attorney.    (AUo,  Bdw.  II.,  18.) 

It  was  a  weU-recognJaed  rule  that  parties  could  not  appear  by  attorney  where  any 
personal  service  was  to  be  expected ;  as,  for  instance,  homage.  ( Tear  Book, 
1  Hen.  YII.»  27.)  This  same  principle,  curiously  enough,  is  found  in  the  Laws  of 
1801,  in  this  State.  A  party  could  not  appear  by  attorney  where  oorporal  punish- 
ineat  might  be  inflicted  as  a  result  of  the  proceeding. 

The  character  and  qualifications  of  an  atton^ey  were  not  at  all  involyed  by 
these  statutea.  He  was  simply  an  attorney  in  fiict.  Any  one  could,  by  legal 
principles,  be  an  attorney.  The  king  might  send  a  message  to  the  court  to  re- 
ceive soch  person  as  the  party  may  name  {Fita,  H,  B.,  60,  61),  and  might  make 
the  grant  either  under  his  privy  s^  or  great  seal.  The  courts  say  in  one  case 
(Fair  Book^  21  Hen.  YI.,  80,  in  the  Common  Pleas),  that  by  the  rules  of  law  an 
outlaw  or  an  attainted  clerk  may  be  an  attorney  in  a  suit,  though  such  persons 
ooold  not  themselves  bring  actions.  The  reason  why  they  could  appear  as  at- 
torneys, was  because  they  sued  in  autre  dnU.  lliis  case  is  so  important,  that  it  is 
itated  somewhat  at  laige.  An  action  of  debt  had  been  brought  by  administrators. 
The  defendant,  by  his  counsel,  said  that  he  ought  not  to  answer,  because  the 
pUintiffii  were  outlaws,  as  he  could  prove  by  the  record.  After  a  discussion  by 
plaintiff  and  defendant,  Niwiov,  Ch.  J.,  said,  **  Put  the  case  that  an  executor  is 
sa  ouUaw  ;  this  does  not  deprive  him  of  his  right  to  administer  upon  the  estate 
of  the  deceased,  for  an  executor  is,  as  it  were,  an  attorney  for  the  dead.  And  put 
tiie  case  that  I  sue  a  suit  in  this  court  by  attorney,  and  he  were  an  outlaw ;  this 
would  be  no  plea  against  his  right  to  proceed  ;  or  if  an  infant,  by  his  proehein  am, 
ihould  bring  an  action,  it  would  be  no  defence  that  the  j^roehan  ami  was  an  out- 
law, because  in  both  cases  they  sue  in  autre  droiL**  Paston,  J.,  conceded  this 
proposition ;  and  FuLTHOUPa,  J.,  while  admitting  its  truth,  held  that  the  case  of 
SQ  executor  was  not  parallel  to  that  of  an  attorney.  The  Index  states  that  an  out- 
law or  an  attainted  clerk  may  be  an  attorney.  This  case  shows  that  it  was  per* 
fectly  understood  that  an  attorney  merely  stood  in  the  place  of  his  principal,  like 
a  pnekein  ami  for  an  in£Emt,  and  accounts  for  the  fact  that  the  old  appointments 
made  by  the  king  usually  allege  absence  from  the  realm,  sickness,  and  engrossing 
occupations,  as  a  reason  for  the  selecUon.  The  attorney  was  appointed  on  account 
of  a  disability  on  the  part  of  his  principal.  The  case  of  an  attorney  must  have 
been  exceedingly  clear,  or  Justice  Newton  would  not,  in  endeavoring  to  set  forth 
the  power  of  an  executor,  have  resorted  to  an  analogy  so  imperfect  as  to  call  him 
sn  '  *  attorney  for  the  dead .' ' 

A  married  woman  could  be  an  attorney  for  her  husband  in  a  suit.  (fUt,  N.  B.^ 
63.)  Attorneys  were  appointed  by  authority  emanating  from  their  "master" 
(3  Reeom*  Bid.,  238),  as  the  client  was  then  called,  and  by  warrant  of  attorney. 
This  warrant  must  be  produced  as  early  as  the  day  of  trial,  or  else  it  was  a  case  of 
error.  (8  Hen.  IV.,  62.)  An  attorney  could  never  plead  the  misnomer  of  his 
naster,  contrary  to  the  warrant,  bht  might  plead  that  he  had  an  additional  name. 
<2  Hen.  VL,  11 ;  3  /6.,  56.)    In  many  kinds  of  actions  the  warrant  of  attorney, 
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upon  any  other  branch  of  the  government  as  well  as  upon  the 
judiciary.  It  is  nrged,  therefore,  that  the  action  of  the  courts, 
in  the  exercise  of  this  specially  delegated  power,  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  of  a  judicial  nature,  and  hence  tliat  no  appeal  will  lie. 


even  after  the  statutes,  must  be  made  by  the  client  in  court  in  proper  person. 
Thus  in  7  Edw.  IV.  (9,  A),  one  came  to  Lnruioir,  J.,  in  a  caee  of  writ  of  right, 
and  prayed  that  he  would  receive  him  as  an  attorney.  Said  Littleton,  **  Where 
is  he  who  would  make  you  aa  attorney  f"  The  attorney  replied  that  he  could 
not  come,  &c.  Said  Littleton,  **  If  he  does  not  oome  in  proper  person,  we  cannot 
receive  you." 

That  attorneys  were  simply  agents,  is  shown  by  the  fact  that  two  or  more  were 
often  appointed  Jointly  and  severally,  conjundim  d  dnuim,  (12  Hen.  YII.,  9.)  In 
this  case  a  very  learned  and  lengthened  discussion  arose  as  to  the  effect  of  the  act 
of  one  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  other. 

After  attorneys  were  allowed,  as  a  matter  of  right,  and  without  limit,  a  vast 
number  of  worthless  and  ignorant  men  naturally  came  before  the  courts.  Lord 
Ccke  tells  us  that  the  introduction  of  attorneys  was  a  great  and  lamentable  inno- 
vation upon  the  common  law.    (2  Ind.^  250.) 

The  king,  for  a  time,  by  his  own  royal  will,  attempted  to  regulate  the  matter. 
In  20  Edw.  I.,  he  directed  the  justices  to  provide  and  appoint,  according  to  their 
discretion,  attorneys  in  every  county.  Seven  score  he  thought  enough  for  all 
England,  but  the  justices,  in  their  discretion,  might  increase  the  number. 
Beeves  regards  this  ordinance  as  having  first  conferred  upon  (hem  the  right  to 
practise.  (Vol.  2,  2S6.)  In  the  reign  of  Edward  II.,  the  power  was  taken  amy 
from  every  one  but  the  chancellor  and  chief-justices,  thus  showing  that  the  mat- 
ter was  regarded  simply  as  an  appointment  to  office.  The  idea  that  attoroeri 
held  office,  undoubtedly  grew  out  of  the  limitation  of  their  number  in  the  ordi- 
nance of  King  Edward  I. 

These  measures,  however,  did  not  reach  the  evil.  The  Legislature  passed,  in 
the  reign  of  Henry  IV.,  the  model  act  upon  this  subject,  from  which  ail  sub- 
sequent legislation  has  derived  an  impress.  (2  JntL,  215.^  This  act,  after  reciting, 
in  the  preamble,  the  nftschiefs  growing  out  of  the  former  system,  proceeds  as  fol- 
lows : — ^That  aU  attorneys  shall  be  examined  by  the  justices,  and  that  by  their 
discretion,  their  names  shall  be  put  upon  the  roll,  and  that  they  be  good,  nrta- 
ous,  and  of  good  fiune,  and  be  received  and  sworn  well  to  serve  in  their  oifioes- 
And  the  other  attorneys  shall  be  put  out  by  the  discretion  of  the  justices,  and  if 
any  of  the  attorneys  do  die,  the  justices  shall  make  another  in  his  place.  (4 
Hen.  IV.,  ch.  18.)  Even  after  an  attorney  was  stricken  off  the  roll,  the  king 
could  send  him  back  again  by  letters-patent.  (20  Hen.  VI.,  f .  37  ;  2  OMt  Ind., 
215.)  By  the  terms  of  the  act,  the  attorney,  in  such  a  case,  was  niade  to  take  an 
oath  that  he  ^ould  not  practise  any  longer.  (4  Cbib*ff /nsf.,  101.)  Before  this 
statute  no  regulations  had  been  made,  either  U>  define  the  qualifications  for  an 
attorney,  or  to  point  out  who  should  be  at  liberty  to  undertake  the  office* 
{Maugham* 9  Law  nf  AUomoft^  9 ;  iXtwaon't  Lam  qf  AUomtj^,  ItUrodudhn,  7.)  This 
statute  is  very  important,  both  for  what  it  enacts  and  what  it  discloses.  It  shows 
that  an  attorney  at  that  time  held  an  office ;  that  no  system  of  testing  attain- 
ments or  character  existed ;  that  there  were  attorneys  who  were  not  examined, 
and  who  were  not  good,  virtuous,  or  of  good  fiame.    Attorneys  now,  for  the  fint 
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It  mnst  be  conceded  that  this  objection,  if  well  founded,  in 
reepect  to  the  natnre  of  the  order  appealed  from,  would  be  fatal 
to  the  appeal.  It  is  indispensable  to  the  validity  of  an  appeal 
to  this  court,  that  it  be  from  some  judicial  determination  of  the 


time,  go  on  the  roU ;  they  become  attoraeys  of  record,  and  cease  to  be  mere  at- 
tonieTS  in  fBct.  (See  1  RoU,  8.)  Crabb  {Hitt.  Engliah  Law,  851)  says,  that  the 
pbdng  attorneys  upon  the  roU  was  a  new  measure,  now  found  necessary.  This 
ftatnte  does  not  appear  to  have  been  at  first  strictly  followed  by  the  justices. 
Coke  (4  Ind.,  76)  laments  the  increase  of  attor.ne3rs  beyond  the  number  allowed 
by  law.  He  says,  *'  Concerning  attornejrs,  the  number  is  set  down,  and  that  they 
ought  to  be  learned  and  virtuous ;  and,  as  I  understand,  the  judges,  at  this  time, 
have  this  matter  in  consideration."  The  act  must  evidently  be  regarded  as  re- 
ftrictive,  and  as  interfering  with  common-law  rights.  It  can  only  be  defended 
upon  grounds  of  public  policy.^ 

It  b,  therefore,  evident  that  the  qualifications  are  simply  statutory,  and  their 
ascertainment  might  have  been  lodged  with  any  other  body  of  men.  It  was 
given  to  the  courts  as  a  matter  of  convenience.  It  was  an  appointment  to  office 
given  in  the  same  way  as  that  of  sheriff,  coroner,  and  justice  of  the  peace.  SherifEs 
began  to  be  appointed  by  the  justices  in  the  reign  of  Edw.  II.  (2  Reeeef  Hid,,  297.) 

lliat  the  Legislature  viewed  the  matter  in  this  way,  and  regarded  it  as  under 
their  control,  is  evinced  by  a  gpreat  variety  of  statutes.  These  may  be  classified  as 
statates :  a,  restricting  the  right  to  practise ;  b,  restricting,  arbitrarily,  the  num- 
ber of  attorneys ;  c,  enlarging  the  right  to  admission  ;  d,  statutes  for  the  govern- 
ment of  attorneys. 

4L  By  8  James  I.  (ch.  7),  it  was  enacted  that  no  attorney  shall  be  admitted  in 
the  king's  courts  but  such  as  are  brought  up  in  the  same  courts.  This  was 
adopted,  as  was  said,  to  avoid  the  infinite  number  of  solicitors  and  attorneys. 

h.  Several  Parliaments  passed  statutes  decreasing  the  number  of  attorneys. 
(2  Oohi's  Ind.,  250.)  By  88  Hen.  VI. ,  the  number  of  attorneys  in  several  counties 
was  limited.  There  were  to  be  six  in  Norfolk,  two  in  Norwich,  to  be  admitted 
by  the  chief-justices,  and  any  who  practised  without  admission  were  to  be  subject 
to  penalties.    (8  Reeva,  284 ;  Barringtcn  on  Sudutet,  20,  note  d.) 

c  Enlarging  the  right  to  admission.  By  6  &  7  Victoria  (ch.  78,  §  27),  attorneys 
admitted  in  any  one  of  the  Superior  Courts  may  practise  in  any  other  Superior 
Court.  Examiners  may  be  appointed  by  either  of  the  common-law  or  equity 
courts,  upon  whose  certificates  attorneys  may  be  admitted  in  all  the  courts.  It 
may  be  said,  in  passing,  that  the  fact  that  a  statute  authorising  the  appointment 
of  examiners  was  deemed  necessary,  would  seem  to  throw  a  doubt  upon  the  prac- 
tice that  sometimes  exists,  of  appointing  examiners  by  the  court  without  any 


^  Th«  details  of  this  stttato  sppesr  to  hsTs  been  copied  from  French  end  Romsn  legisktioiL  By 
B  royal  onllnanee  In  Frsnoe,  sfxty  yesra  before  (March  8, 1844),  thoee  who  were  admitted  as  advo- 
catca  were  obliged  to  take  an  oath,  their  names  were  In-eribod  npon  a  roll ;  while  those  who  were  not 
fit  for  the  pn^easlon,  wera  stricken  off  the  roll,  or  '^exoommnnicated,"  by  the  other  members  of  the 
erd«r.  The  Roman  emperors  re<|alred  mi  admission  or  fbrmal  examination  of  the  candidate  by  the 
goTcmor  of  the  province,  on  the  certificate  of  law  professors  with  whom  the  candidate  had  studied. 
W|i«n  an  advocate  died,  another  was  appointed  In  bis  place.  (Dutpln**  PrqfewUm  dCAvoeat, 
M.  90-081)  It  was  very  common  tn  early  times  when  a  regulation  was  made  in  England,  that  the 
lame  was  adapted  In  France,  and  vice  versa,    {Barr.  on  Stat.,  180, 199;  1  jeeeoes*  Bid^  61) 
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court  below.  But  is  not  the  proceeding  here  judicial?  Al- 
though, in  the  general  diBtribution  of  powers  and  duties  among 
the  great  departments  of  the  government^  many  are  found  the 
characteristics  of  which  are  so  marked,  that  thej  can  with  cer- 


stfttntoiy  provision  to  that  effect.  The  panage  of  the  aet  shows  how  senritiTe 
the  English  courts  are  in  regard  to  any  assnmption  of  original  power  in  the  csw. 
The  control  of  Fttrliament  over  this  snhject  is  strilcingly  shown  hj  the  recent 
legislation  in  regard  to  the  Court  of  Probate  and  the  Court  of  Divorce.  20  &  21 
Vict.  (ch.  85,  §  16),  enacts  that  all  attorneys  and  soUcitors  entitled  to  practise  in 
common  law  or  equity,  shall  be  entitled  to  practise  in  the  Court  of  Divorce. 
Section  68  requires  the  payment  of  a  stamp-duty  on  admission. 

20  &  21  Vict.  (ch.  77),  establishes  the  Court  of  Probate.  Sections  40-46  enact 
that  all  attorneys  and  solicitors  are  entitled  to  practise  in  the  Court  of  Probate, 
and  the  laws  governing  them  are  extended  to  them  in  their  character  of  procton. 

Qreai  light  is  also  thrown  upon  this  subject  by  the  Amendment  act  of  21  &  22 
Yict.,  ch.  106.  By  the  original  act,  no  power  had  been  given  to  the  Court  of 
Divorce  to  pnnish  attorneys  for  misconduct.  An  express  section  (16)  is  provided 
for  that  purpose  in  the  amendment  act.  This  cquld  hav«  only  been  inserted  on  the 
view  that  otherwise  the  court  would  have  no  power  to  discipline  attorkeys.^ 

d,  Bules  for  the  government  of  attorneys  will  be  found  in  12  Geo.  I.,  ch.  29, 
§  4.  It  appears  that  it  had  been  common,  previously,  for  attorneys  to  continue 
to  practise,  notwithstanding  a  conviction  for  perjury  and  forgery.  Beferenoe  is 
also  made  to  21  &  22  Vict.,  ch.  106,  §  16,  before  alluded  to. 

In  our  own  State,  before  the  Revolution,  the  power  of  appointing  attorneys  ivss 
exercised  by  the  governor  of  the  colony.  ThSse  appointments  are  recorded  in 
the  Books  of  Commissions,  and  may  be  found  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of 
state.  The  first  license  recorded  bears  date,  Nov.  16, 170d,  and  was  gnnW  by 
Ck>v.  Ingoldsby.  Appointments  were  undoubtedly  made  at  an  earlier  period, 
like  last  appointment  was  made  by  Qoy.  Tryon,  March  11,  1776,  who  issued,  on 
that  day,  the  last  commission  of  any  kind  signed  by  a  colonial  governor.  On  the 
very  next  page,  and  without  even  the  shelter  of  a  blank-leaf,  behind  which  to 
conceal  our  surprise,  *'  the  people  of  the  State  of  New  York,  by  the  grace  of  Ood, 
free  and  independent, '*  make  their  first  appointment  of  a  secretary  of  state. 

The  form  of  the  license  granted  to  an  attorney  was  like  the  one  subjoined, 
except  that  usually  there  was  no  restriction  as  to  the  counties  in  which  the 
appointee  should  practise.  The  original  commission  may  be  found  in  the  law 
Institute  in  New  York.  The  following  is  a  certified  copy,  furnished  by  the  kind- 
ness of  the  assistant-librarian,  Mr.  TiUinghast : 

L.  8.  1       John  Montgomerie,  Esq.,  Captain  General  and  Govemor-In- 

Gabdk  Binf.  * )   chief  of  the  Provinces  of  New  York,  New  Jersey,  and  Terri- 
tories thereon  depending  in  America,  and  Vice  Admiral  of  the  same— 
To  all  whom  these  presents  shall  come,  or  may  concern : 

*  BlBoe  thit  Myomeiit  wss  mada,  a  itatata  bM  been  pMMd  In  Bngtand  (9  and  8  Viet,  oh.  ItTX 
•naeCliig  that  all  praTioaa  attoraaya  of  tba  oonrt  of  the  ooaaiy  of  Laaeaatar  ahooM  ba  admitted  to  aQ 
tba  ooona  of  Waatmloatar  Hall.  It  allowv  tha  Jndgea  to  Inatltato  a  pralioiinary  aa  watt  ai  a 
iDtaraiadlata  examinatioo.  In  order  to  teat  tha  qnaliflaallona  and  aseartain  the  prograai  of  caadtditM 
for  admission.  It  alao  eontalna  a  provision,  making  It  a  oontampt  of  oonrt  Ibr  any  panon  to  pfw 
ttofl  aa  an  attonay  wlthoat  balng  admitted. 
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taioty  be  referred  to  the  appropriate  department,  jet  this  is  by 
so  means  the  case  with  all.  The  lines  between  the  various 
departments  are  not  and  cannot  well  be  verj  precisely  defined, 
and  there  are  many  duties  which  may  be,  with  equal  propriety, 


Know  ye,  that  being  weU  sMared  of  the  abUity  and  learning  of  Edward  Collins, 
Gentleman,  bare  thought  fit  to  conititute  and  appoint  bim  an  attorney  at  law, 
hereby  aathorldng  him  to  appear  in  aU  his  Majesty's  Ck>urt8  of  Record,  in  the 
dtj  sad  county  of  Albany,  in  the  county  of  Ulster  and  Dutchess,  within  the  prov- 
ince of  New  York,  and  there  to  practise  as  an  attorney  at  law,  according  to  the 
customs  and  l^ws  of  Great  Britain,  and  customs  and  laws  of  said  province,  and  all 
Judges  and  Justices,  and  others  concerned,  are  hereby  required  to  admit  him  ao- 
oofdingly.  Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  at  arms,  at  Fort  George,  in  New  York, 
this  ISth  day  of  July,  in  the  second  year  of  his  Majesty's  reign,  Anno  Domini 
1728.    By  his  Excellency's  command.  J.  MONTGOUERIE. 

J.  &  BoBur,  D.  Seo'y. 

In  some  cases  the  licenses  were  granted  to  practise  in  a  single  court,  as  in  the 
inferior  courts  of  Common  Fleas  of  Cumberland  county.  In  other  cases,  In  two 
or  more  counties.^ 

It  would  appear,  from  a  passage  In  Smith's  History  of  New  York,  that  the 
goremors  usually  took  advice  from  the  chief-justice  of  the  Supreme  Court,  as  to 
whom  they  should  appoint.  But  he  laments  jthat  at  times  they  licensed  all  appU" 
csnts,  how  indifferently  soerer  recommended.  (Hid.  </  New  Yorky  882.)  Hie 
whole  passage  shows  that  the  appointment  of  an  attorney  was  wholly  diecretlon- 
Biy  wiUi  the  governor.  He  doubtless  derived  his  power  from  that  clause  in  his 
own  commission  from  the  king,  which  ran  as  follows : — **  We  do  hereby  author- 
im  and  empower  you  to  constitute  and  appoint  judges,  and  in  cases  requisite, 

*  Hm  Miowing  statement  indteetee  the  general  reeolti  of  the  Books  of  Commlssfons: 
Then  were  licensed  by  the  eolooiel  governor,  daring  ntxfy-elgtat  jreera  preceding  the  Berohrtkm, 
eae  handred  and  thhtj^lx  sttoneTa    Doling  the  first  eight  yesn,  thiM^  to  pvsetlse  la  all  eooits 


l^OBB  1717  to  1790^  both  Inclusive,  eight,  to  practise  In  all  courts  of  record. 

Prom  17S7  to  178S,  both  Inclusive,  six,  to  practise  In  all  courts  of  record,  excepting  la  three 
lastaaoea  t|w  lCajor*a  Court  of  New  Torfc. 

From  1787  to  174S,  both  induslve,  three,  to  practise  In  aU  cooita  of  rocord. 

Prom  1747  to  176S,  both  indnaive,  tweoty-three— flfteen  In  all  courts  ot  record  and  eight  la  !&• 
Mar  eooita  of  Common  Fleas. 

Prcm  1797  to  1766;  both  Inoluslve,  thirty-thrse— twenty-five  of  record*  and  eight  In  inferior 


From  1767  to  1776,  both  inclusive,  slzty— thirty-seven  of  reeord  and  twentj-three  la  inferior 


If  «•  cmmlBe  the  number  of  attomsTS  admitted  to  all  oooits  of  raooid,  we  have— 
la  the  first  eight  years,  three; 

In  the  decade  saooeedlng,  eight ;  In  the  decade  succeeding,  fifteen ; 

"         •  "six;  u         u  H         twenty-five; 

••  ••  •         three;  «  «  -         thtrty-soven; 

msUnic  is  an,  the  number  of  ninety-seven  attorneys  admitted  to  ftnU  practice  in  sixty-eight  ysara 
We  oaa  but  wonder,  in  view  of  the  smallneas  of  their  number,  at  the  complaints  made  by  Gov. 
Coldeo  to  the  Earl  of  HalUhx,  In  bis  letter  of  Feb.  28, 176S,  where  he  speaks  of  the  dangerous  Influ* 
ence  which  the  profession  of  the  law  had  obulned  In  this  province  more  than  In  any  other,  and^ 
wishes  that  the  "people  were  ft^ed  fh»m  the  domination  of  the  lawyers.**    It  would  seem  that  the 
Books  of  CommiSBlOBa  caaaot  eoatain  the  names  of  all  the  praetlUoaeiSi 
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referred  to  either.  Duties  of  tliis  claas,  and  they  are  very  na- 
merous,  necessarily  take  their  character  from  the  departments 
to  which  they  are  respectively  assigned.  The  same  power 
which,  when  exercised  by  one  class  of  officers  not  connected 


commiBsionera  of  oyer  and  terminer,  jugtioee  of  the  peace,  and  other  neoeflsuy 
officers  and  miniateri  in  oar  laid  province,  for  the  better  administration  c^ 
Justice,  &c." 

Such  a  license  being  prodaced  in  court,  the  oaths  and  subscription  were  taken, 
and  the  attorney  was  qualified  to  practise  in  every  court  of  the  province.  (SmiA't 
Hid,  itfNtw  York,  882 ;  Sind'9  OnmcH  </JUmnon,  84.) 

There  is  a  provision  in  the  city  charter  of  New  York,  granted  during  the  time 
of  Gov.  Montgomerie,  Jan.  15,  1780  (see  KoU'm  OUy  OiarUr,  74,  §  80),  which 
furnishes  valuable  information  upon  this  subject.  A  court  of  record  liaving  been 
established  by  the  charter,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  of  which  the  mayor,  recorder, 
and  aldermen  were  to  be  judges,  the  thirtieth  section  proceeds : — **  We  do  hereby 
constitute,  name,  and  appoint  James  Alexander,  Joseph  Murray,  John  Chamben, 
William  Smith,  George  Lurting,  William  Jamison,  Richard  Nichols,  and  Abraham 
LodgCf  gentlemen,  to  be  the  present  attorneys,  and  each  of  them  to  be  an  attorney 
of  and  in  the  said  court  of  record,  for  and  during  the  good  bKehavior  of  each  of  them 
respectively ;  and  we  do  hereby,  for  us,  and  our  heirs  and  successors,  grant  and 
ordain  that  no  other  attorney  or  attorneys  whatsoever,  besides  the  aforeuamed  at- 
torneys, duriug  the  time  that  they  shall  all  remain  attorneys  of  said  court,  shall 
be  permitted  or  suffered  to  practise  as  an  attorney  of  or  in  the  said  court."  In 
the  latter  part  of  the  section,  rules  are  provided  for  the  government  and  discipline 
of  these  attorneys  by  the  court.  The  action  of  the  court  is,  In  every  case,  subject 
to  the  approval  of  the  governor.  Of  the  gentlemen  above  named,  some  bad  been 
previously  admitted  attorneys.  Abraham  Lodge  was  not  admitted  to  other  courts 
of  record  until  July  80tb,  afterwards.  (See  Book  </  OmtmtsaiorM,  July  80, 1730.)  He 
is,  therefore,  constituted  an  attorney  in  this  court,  by  mere  force  of  the  charter,  and 
without  any  admission.  Chancellor  Kent  justly  says,  in  note  43  to  this  section, 
that  this  is  a  remarkable  instance  of  professional  monopoly. 

That  this  section  of  the  charter  was  observed  in  practice,  is  shown  by  the  fact 
that  almost  all  licenses  to  practise  in  the  inferior  courts  throughout  the  residue  of 
the  colonial  period,  expressly  except  the  Mayor's  Court  of  New  York,  llius 
Jobn  (^Iden  was  appointed  July  20, 1760,  an  attorney  in  all  the  inferior  courts  in 
the  State,  &c.,  except  the  Ifayor's  (^urt  of  New  York,  and  a  similar  license  was 
given  to  Bryan  Lefferty,  February  4, 1778.  On  the  other  hand,  Richard  Yarick 
was  commissioned  April  6,  1774,  as  an  attorney  in  the  Mayor's  Court  of  New 
York,  and  in  October  of  the  same  year,  in  all  the  courts  of  record  in  the  State. 

The  general  correctness  of  this  historical  outline  is  shown  by  the  statemeoi  of 
the  Supreme  Court,  in  the  case  of  The  People  a.  The  Justices  of  Delaware.  (1  Mn, 
Coi.,  182.)  The  court  says :  **  In  our  own  State,  before  the  Revolution,  the  power  of 
appointing  attorneys  was  exercised  by  the  governor  of  the  colony.  His  power  was 
recognised  by  the  courts,  and  the  attorneys  were  admitted  to  practise." 

When  the  State  organisation  was  effected  by  the  Ckmstitutlon  of  1777,  the  power 

to  appoint  attorneys  was  vested  in  the  courts.    (§27.)    The  provision^was  very 

Special,  and  provided  that  all  attorneys,  solicitors,  and  coqnsellors  at  law  shall  be 

appointed  by  the  court,  and  be  licensed  by  the  first  judge  of  the  court  in  which 
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irith  the  judiciary,  would  be  regarded  and  treated  ad  purelj 
administratiye,  becomes  at  once  judicial  when  exercised  by  a 
court  of  justice.  This  is  shown  by  the  definitions  uniformly 
given  of  the  word  judicial.    Webster  defines  it  thus:  "Per- 


tbej  ihftU  respectiTely  plead  and  practise.  (Oomt.,  §  27,  last  clause.)  By  a 
farther  provision  they  are  to  be  regulated  by  the  rules  and  orders  of  the  said 
court.  The  word  ai^lntment  is  noticeable  as  Indicating  the  fact  that  an  attorney 
vas  considered  as  holding  an  office.  Statutes  followed^  indicating  what  steps 
should  be  taken  in  regard  to  the  qualifications,  oaths,  and  removal  of  attorneys. 
(20th  February,  1787  ;  20th  ICarch,  1801 ;  Reo.  Lam  ^  1818, 1,  416.)  In  the  case 
of  Ihomas  Addis  Emmett,  the  court  held,  in  the  presence  of  this  constitutional 
provision,  that  they  had  no  power  to  exact  any  oaths  of  counsellors  which  were 
not  prescribed  by  rtatute.  (2  (7at.,  886.)  The  court  remarked  that  the  act  of 
this  State  upon  this  subject  in  existence  at  the  time,  was  borrowed  from  4  Henry 
lY.,  c.  18.  .  Alienism  was,  therefore,  held  to  be  no  bar  to  admission. 

The  Constitution  of  the  State  in  1822  is  silent  upon  the  subject  of  attorneys. 
The  consequence  is,  that,  after  its  adoption,  the  right  of  the  court  to  admit  attor- 
neys rests  wholly  upon  statute. 

This  subject  was  thereupon  provided  for  in  the  Session  Utws  of  1828  (c.  182, 
S  19),  requiring  attorneys  to  be  licensed  by  the  courts  In  which  they  practise. 
The  general  provisions  of  this  law  were  incorporated  into  1  Revised  Statutes,  108, 
109;  and  2  lb.,  187. 

It  will  thus  be  seen,  if  this  view  is  right,  that  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of 
the  Constitution  of  1846,  the  subject  of  licensing  and  admitting  attorneys  was 
wholly  in  the  discretion  of  the  Legislature.  The  matter  had  been  disposed  of  in 
England  in  various  ways.  First,  there  had  been  no  attorneys  of  court,  then  an 
admission  pro  hoe  viee,  or  generally  was  obtained  by  the  king's  license ;  then  the 
Legislature  had  allowed  attorneys  in  a  few  cases,  and  steadily  increasing  the  num- 
ber, had  included  nearly  all ;  at  first  any  one  could  appear  as  attorney,  no  matter 
what  his  character ;  in  the  beginning  the  king,  and  then  the  Legislature,  had  es- 
tablished rules  for  admission,  now  severe  and  restrictive,  at  other  times  easy  and 
liberal ;  and  again,  Parliament  had  enacted  that  persons  should  be  attorneys  with- 
out examination. 

In  our  own  country  there  was  first  the  governor's  license ;  then  constitutional 
restrictions ;  next  the  constitutional  restrictions  were  removed,  and  tl^e  whole 
subject  was  left  open  to  legislative  discretion.  If  any  matter  was  ever  one  of  pure 
legislative  action  it  must  surely  be  this.  Decisions  in  this  country  rest  the  power 
to  govern  and  discipline  attorneys  solely  upon  statute.  (Missouri  a.  Foreman,  8 
Mo.,  602 ;  Smith  a.  State  of  Tennessee,  1  Teyyer,  22a) 

2.  What  appears  so  plain  historically,  is  also  evident  upon  grounds  of  public 
policy.  The  regulation  of  the  legal  profession  stands  precisely  upon  the  same 
principle  as  that  of  medicine.  It  is  solely  a  question  of  public  policy  whether 
these  professions  shall  be  open  or  closed. 

The  same  principles  should  govern  a  Legislature,  as  control  them  in  prohibit- 
ing the  sale  of  lottery  tickets  and  in  licensing  taverns.  This  point  is  fully  ex- 
amined in  Jordan  a.  Overseers  of  Dayton  (4  Ohio,  808),  where  these  principles  are 
applied  to  the  right  of  the  Legislature  to  control  the  practice  of  the  profeasion  of 
medicine,  and  the  court  liken  it  precisely  to  the  case  of  attorneys  at  law. 
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taining  to  courts  of  justice,  as  judicial  power;"  and  again, 
*'  proceeding  from  a  court  of  justice,  as  a  judicial  determina- 
tion." In  Bouvier's  Law  Dictionary,  it  is  defined  as  follows : 
^'  Belonging  to,  or  emanating  from  a  judge  as  such,  the  authority 


8.  Again,  an  attorney  Is  clearly  a  public  officer  erer  linoe  the  atatate  of  Henry 
IV.,  and  as  such,  in  the  absence  of  any  conititational  restriction,  the  mode  of  his 
appotntment  may  be  regnil^ted  by  the  Legislature.  The  authorities  sustaining 
this  point  will  be  noticed  hereafter.  ^ 

III.  The  act  of  April  7th  does  not  conflict  with  the  Constitution  of  184e.  TUi 
appears  from  the  following  reasons : 

1.  The  act  is  within  the  proper  scope  of  legislation,  as  has  been  already  shown. 
The  Legislature  has,  as  has  been  seen,  the  right  to  control  the  subject,  unless  t»- 
Btricted  in  the  Ck>nstittttion  itself. 

2.  lliis  matter  does  not  come  within  the  general  clause  of  the  Constitutfon  ooa- 
ferring  jurisdiction  upon  the  courts.  *'  There  shall  be  a  Supreme  Coiu:t,  having 
general  jurisdiction  in  law  and  equity."  (Qmtl.,  art.  6,  §  8.) 

a.  It  was  not  originally  a  judicial  subject,  but  legislative. 

6.  It  does  pot  follow  because  power  has  been  delegated  by  the  Legislature  to 
courts  of  law,  that  it  Is  judicial  in  its  character,  lliis  is  not  a  case  between  partjr 
and  party,  nor  is  it  a  decree  affocting  the  title  to  property,  which  seem  to  be  prop* 
eriy  judicial.     (Rice  m.  Parkmaa,  16  Mom.,  826.) 

c.  Nor  does  it  follow  because  judgment  is  exercised  in  regard  to  a  subject-mat- 
ter, thai  it  is  in  its  own  nature  judicial.  Judgment  may  be  exerdaed,  and  yet  the 
act  may  not  be  strictly  judicial,  llius  the  Constitution  provides  that  the  Legii- 
lature  may  pass  special  acts  of  incorporation,  when  in  their  judgment  the  object 
of  the  corporation  cannot  be  accomplished  under  general  laws.  No  one  ima- 
gines that  this  is  an  instance  of  judicial  power.  Bo  when  an  inferior  c^cer  is  re- 
moved by  a  superior  for  cause.  Errors  when  committed  in  such  cases  cannot  be 
usuaUy  reviewed,  see  Hosier  a.  Hilton  (16  Barb.^  667) ;  United  States  lYust  Co.  s. 
Brady  (20  lb.,  119,  said  to  be  affirmed  by  Court  of  Appeals,  80  lb.,  89),  except 
where  authority  is  conferred  upon  a  court  as  such,  and  its  due  exercise  osn  be 
claimed  by  some  person  as  a  matter  of  right,  and  the  ordinary  practice  of  the 
courts  furnishes  means  for  the  correction  of  the  mistake.  This  power  majr  be 
exercised  by  the  court  in  its  judicial  capacity,  though  in  its  own  nature  it  may  not 
be  strictly  judicial.  This  principle  is  recognised  in  the  Matter  of  extending  Cftnal 
and  widening  Wallcer  streets.  (2  Kern.,  406.)  llie  court  deals  with  jurisdiction 
conferred  by  legislation  in  the  same  manner  as  though  it  were  granted  by  the 
Constitution,  whenever  such  jurisdiction  is  conferred  upon  it  as  a  court,  (lb.,  411) 
This  matter  evidently  comes  within  that  branch  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  oourte 
which  was  conferred  by  statute. 

8.  By  the  express  language  of  the  Constitution,  the  Legislature  shall  hare  the 
same  power  to  alter  and  regulate  the  jurisdiction  and  proceedings  In  law  and 
equity  as  they  previously  possessed.  {ChnH.,  art.  6,  §  6.)  Having  prevlousif 
possessed  the  power  to  control  the  admission  of  attorneys  entirely,  that  power 
must  still  be  presumed  to  exist,  unless  withdrawn  by  express  words  or  by  neces- 
sary implication.  In  the  absence  of  such  words,  the  power  of  the  Legislatare  if 
as  unrestricted  as  that  of  the  English  Parliament.  (Phoenix  a.  The  ^faignat 
Commissioners,  12  Mom,  Fr.,  14 ;  Gowsir,  J.,  21  Wend.^  668.) 
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Tested  in  the  jadges."  Whatever  emanates  from  a  judge  as  Buch, 
or  proceeds  from  a  court  of  justice,  is,  according  to  these  au- 
thorities, judicial.  This  precise  principle  was  involved  in  some 
of  the  cases  which  have  been  from  time  to  time  presented  to 


4.  TtoM  power  hai  not  been  withdnwn  from  the  liagiaUtnre  by  express  words. 
If  remoTed  at  all  it  must  be  bj  implication. 

Hm  language  of  the  Constitution  affecting  this  point  is:  "Any  male  dtiien  <A 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  of  good  moral  chancfcer,  and  who  possesses  the 
reqaisite  qualifications  of  learning  and  ability,  shall  be  entiUed  to  admission  to 
pnctiiw  in  all  the  courts  of  this  State." 

This  section  cannot  be  regarded  as  an  implied  restriction  upon  the  legislative 
biBoch  of  the  goveniment,  for  the  following  reasons : 

c  The  provision  was  inserted  in  the  Constitution  diveno  mltUlu,  At  the  time 
of  the  adoption  of  the  Qonstitution  of  1S46,  there  was  a  strong  feeling  adverse  to 
say  restrictions  upon  admission  to  the  bar.  This  feeling  existed  in  )he  convention 
which  formed  the  Constitution.  A  resolution  was  adopted  at  an  early  period  of 
the  sessioD,  instructing  one  of  the  committees  to  inquire  into  the  expediency  ot 
sboUshing  all  restrictions  upon  the  practise  of  the  legal  profession.  {ArffUM  Ik- 
iote,  78.)  At  a  later  period  it  was  proposed  to  restrict  the  courts  so  that  they 
could  not  prohibit  any  person  from  practtBing  except  for  want  of  good  mi^al  char- 
acter. This  not  appearing  likely  to  be  adopted,  the  dause  already  alluded  to  was 
accepted  by  way  of  compromise,  llie  plain  object  was  not  to  confer  power  upon 
the  courts,  but  privileges  upon  the  dtisen.  The  use  of  the  word  **entitied" 
shows  the  purpose  with  which  the  section  was  adopted.  (/&.,  575^77.)  It 
will  be  remembered  that  the  number  of  the  profession  had  been  limited  in  Eng- 
Isnd  by  statute.  By  our  own  statutes  (1  Bmt»  SlaL,  98,  1  ed.),  as  many  attomeySt 
loiicttoni,  and  eounsellors  might  be  admitted  as  the  courts  licensed  to  practise. 
Bot  the  L^ialature  might  reverse  their  own  policy,  and  the  courts  be  allowed  to 
limit  the  number.  The  Constitution  fixed  a  rule  that  every  male  cltisen,  &c., 
should  be  entitied  to  practise.  This  is  a  proper  case  for  the  application  of  the 
well-known  principle  concerning  the  construction  of  statutes,  recognized  by  Black- 
stone  in  his  Commentaries,  to  regard  the  old  law,  the  mischief,  and  the  remedy. 
Another  reason  for  the  provision  was  that  as  the  courts  are  prohibited  from  mak« 
ing  appointments  to  office^  as  will  appear  hereafteri  some*  such  clause  was  neces- 
ary,  if  admissions  wero  thereafter  to  take  place. 

b.  The  clear  object  of  the  constitutional  convention  was  to  take  away  fh>m  the 
Judiciary  the  power  ol  appointment  to  ofBoe,  as  shown  by  the  prohibition  of  the 
Constitution,  tlu&t  the  Judidaiy  shall  appoint  to  any  public  office.  Section  8,  of 
aitide  6,  is  as  follows:  **They  (t.  «.,  the  judges  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  and  of  the 
Supreme  Court)  shall  not  hold  any  other  office  or  public  trust.  All  votes  for  either 
of  them,  for  any  elective  <^Soe,  except  that  of  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court,  or  judge 
of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  given  by  the  Legislature  or  the  people,  shall  be  void. 
Ihey  shall  not  exeroise  any  power  of  appointment  to  publio  office.  Any  male 
dtiaen  of  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  of  good  moral  character,  and  who  possesses 
the  requisite  qualifications  of  learning  and  ability,  shall  be  entitied  to  admtssioii 
to  practise  in  all  the  courts  of  this  State."  Now  it  wiU  be  shown  that  an  attor- 
ney is  a  public  officer,  and  that  therefore  the  court  can  no  longer  appoint  him. 

Thai  an  attorney  is  a  publio  officer,  is  shown  by  the  language  of  4  Henry  IV. 
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oar  courts  under  the  acts  for  opening  streets  in  the  cities  of 
New  York  and  Brooklyn.  The  judges  at  first  considered  them- 
selves, in  the  exercise  of  their  powers  under  those  laws,  as  acting 
not  strictly  as  judges,  but  in  a  sort  of  administrative  capacity  ad 


(c.  18),  as  weU  as  by  the  language  of  the  Ck>iistitntio&  of  1777,  and  by  judicial 
deciaions.  Says  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  Walmesley  a.  Booth  {BamardiaUm't  Ck.  £, 
478,  479),  *'  attorneys  and  soUdtors  are  to  be  considered  as  public  offioers  sod 
mihisters  of  Jastioe.  For  this  reason  they  have  fees  allowed  them,  and  are  under 
the  goyemment  of  rules  in  regard  to  the  method  of  their  proceedings/'  This  esse 
is  recognised  in  the  Matter  of  Daniel  Wood.  {HcpkM  i2.,  6 ;  and  in  Herritt  a.  Lam- 
bert, 10  Paige,  866,  unanimously  affirmed  by  the  Court  of  Errors,  in  2  Dm.^  607.) 

By  1  Revised  Statutes  (96,  08),  attorneys  are  treated  as  public  offioers. 

It  is  a. well-known  rule  of  interpretation,  that  a  Constitution  is  to  be  constrned 
in  reference  to  the  use  of  language  by  laws  existing  at  the  time  of  its  adq>ti<m, 
and  by  the  pnctice  under  them.  (Maryland  «.  Wajrman,  2  QiU9tJokm.<,  264; 
Attorney-General  a.  Brunst,  8  Wu. ,  787 ;  People  a.  Coleman,  4  Oidiforma,  46.)  The 
same  rule  Is  applied  to  statutes.  Thus  the  words  **  beyond  seas,"  had  a  meaning 
at  common  law  before  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  such  a  meaning  was  given 
to  the  statute  regarding  the  East  India  Company,  passed  in  1811.  (Ruckmaboye 
a.  MottiOinnd,  82  Fngliik  Law  if  jBjaity,  84. )  This  case,  which  was  decided  by  the 
judicial  committee  of  the  privy  council,  contains  a  fuU  discussion  of  the  point. 
Dwarris  on  Statutes  (666),  says  that  the  word  '*  Cottages"  has  the  same  seme  in 
the  statute  81  Elii.,  as  in  Domesday  Book.  The  result  is,  that  the  court  cannot 
appoint  attorneys,  lliey  are  either  under  the  constitutional  provision  appointed 
by  its  own  energy,  or  if  appointed  at  all,  they  come  within  the  general  clause  in 
article  10,  section  2,  of  the  (institution.  <*  AH  offioers  whose  election  or  appoint- 
ment is  not  provided  for  by  the  Constitution,  and  all  offices  which  may  hereafter 
be  created  by  law,  shall  be  elected  by  the  people  or  appointed  as  the  Legidatore 
may  direct."  The  selection  of  the  mode  in  which  an  appointment  shall  be 
made,  is  a  proper  exerciBe  of  legislaftve  power.  (State  a.  Kennon,  7  OAao,  If.  8., 
646.) 

At  all  events,  the  only  function  which  the  courts  can  be  supposed  to  exerdfe 
upon  this  subject  since  the  (institution,  is  simply  to  ascertain  Uie  qualifications 
of  applicants  to  be  admitted  to  practise,  and  to  enter  an  order  not  appointing  at- 
torneys, but  simply  stating  that  they  are  found  to  possess  the  requisite  qualifica- 
tions.   This  appears  also  from  section  76,  of  the  Judiciary  act. 

e.  It  may,  however,  be  said,  as  there  is  a  form  of  admission  to  the  bar  clearly 
implied  by  the  Constitution,  and  as  some  one  is  to  Judge  of  the  age,  character, 
and  requisite  qualifications  of  learning  and  ability,  that  the  Supreme  Court  is  the 
necessary  body  to  ascertain  these  qualifications  by  an  actual  examination  of  the 
candVlates.  This  argument,  if  valid  at  all,  must  go  to  the  length  of  saying,  that 
each  court  is  necessarily  the  only  tribunal  which  can  personally  Judge  of  the  quali- 
fications of  attorneys.  But  it  is  clear  that  admission  is  an  act  of  the  court,  more 
or  less  formal,  and  depending  upon  such  proof  as  the  Legislature  may  provide. 
Were*it  otherwise,  the  argument  would  prove  too  much,  for  it  overthrows  entirely 
the  present  practioe  by  which  the  Supreme  Court  admits  to  all  the  courts.  How 
does  the  Supreme  Court  exercise  this  power?  Certainly  not  by  the  Constitutios, 
but  by  the  Judiciary  act  of  1847.    Could  not  the  power  have  been  conferred  upon 
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commisdioners ;  but  eubseqnently  changed  their  views  in  this 
respect,  and  took  the  ground,  which  has  since  been  repeatedly 
confirmedy  that  the  power  was  conferred  not  upon  the  judges  as 
individuals,  but  upon  the  court ;  that  their  action  in  the  matter 


the  Court  of  Appeals  to  have  admitted  to  the  Supreme  Court  f  There  cannot  be 
a  doubt  of  it.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  first  district,  in  holding  the  law  of 
April  7, 1860,  to  be  unconstitutional,  do  necessarily  pronounce  against  the  validity 
of  all  the  admissions  which  they  have  themselves  made,  from  the  year  1847  down 
to  the  present  time,  allowing  by  their  own  flat  attorneys  to  piactise  in  all  the 
ooarts  of  this  State. 

d.  Again,  to  say  that  the  courts  shall  necessarily  test  the  quaUfications  by  their 
own  ezaminaUon,  is  umply  begging  the  question.  How  does  it  appear  to  be  so  ? 
The  Constitution  does  not  say  so :  admit  that  these  qualifications  are  to  be  proved 
to  the  court — to  each  court.  The  question  still  recur^i  how  are  they  to  be  shown  ? 
To  the  Court  of  Appeals  they  are  proved  by  the  order  of  the  Supreme  Court,  ad- 
ttiitting  to  practise.  To  the  Supreme  Court  they  are  facts  to  be  proved  by  evi- 
dence. But  it  is  altogether  competent  to  the  Legislature  to  determine  what  effect 
a  certain  Instrument  shall  have  as  evidence.  This  point,  which  does  not  seem  In 
need  of  argument,  is  adjudicated  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  Hand  a.  Ballou  (2 
KtrJLf  641).  As  it  is  expressed  by  the  court,  the  Legislature  have  the  power  to 
determine  by  law  what  in  dvU  oases  shall  be  received  by  the  court  as  presump- 
tire  evidence.  The  principle  is  the  same  whether  the  evidence  be  presumptive 
or  conclusive.  Thus  the  Revised  Statutes  have  enacted,  in  a  number  of  cases, 
what  shall  be  regarded  as  presumptive,  and  what  as  conclusive  evidence  of  a  fact. 
Thus  certified  copies  of  decisions  of  the  county  superintendents  of  the  poor  are 
oooclosive  evidence  of  the  tiscts  therein  contained.  (1  JZetr.  Slat.,  624, 1  ed.,  §§  61, 
88.)  In  fact,  the  power  of  the  Legislature  to  prescribe  evidence  for  the  courts 
has  never  been  questioned.  (DeCamp  a.  Eveland,  19  Barb.^  89.)  So  also  where 
aothority  is  conferred  upon  a  body  of  men  to  decide  a  fact,  and  the  decision  is 
made  accordingly,  and  the  fact  ascertained,  no  court  has  power  to  review  the  de* 
cision.  (See  Lyon  a.  Jerome,  2QWend.,  485,  491,  495,  498.)  See  also  the  case  of 
PbcBniz  a.  The  Emigrant  Commissioners  (12  How,  Pr,,  8-15),  for  the  same  point. 
The  consequence  is  that  the  Legislature,  had  the  constitutional  right  to  enact, 
that  the  diploma  granted  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  in  question  should 
he  evidence  that  the  graduate  possessed  the  qualifications  requisite  to  an  ad- 
mission. 

e.  No  such  force  can  be  given  to  the  word  **  requisite"  In  the  Constitution  as  to 
withdraw  the  subject  from  the  sphere  of  legislation.  The  proper  meaning  of  the 
word  requisite  is,  that  which  is  required.  The  question  then  recurs,  required  by 
what  f  The  answer  is,  required  by  statute, — as  aU  the  requisites  existing  at  the 
time  of  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  were  statutory.  If  the  word  *'  requisite" 
he  supposed  to  have  had  a  fixed  meaning  given  to  it  by  the  Constitution,  and  that 
sense  to  be  the  precise  requirements  of  the  year  1846,  the  consequence  would  fol- 
low that  those  qualifications  could  not  be  increased  by  the  Legislature  or  by  the 
oourt.  The  perpetual  test  of  fitness  to  practise  the  profession  would  be  the  learn- 
ing and  ability  required  when  the  ConsUtution  was  adopted.  It  is  evident,  how- 
ever, that  the  qualifications  must  be  variable,  and  that  a  flexible  and  not  an 
unyielding  rule  must  exist.    If  then,  the  requisitions  change,  the  only  body  who 
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was  to  be  regarded  as  judicial,  and  that  all  the  ordinary  inddents 
of  judicial  proceedings  were  applicable  to  such  cases. 

In  the  case  of  Patchin  a.  The  Trnstees  of  Brooklyn  (2  Wend.^ 
877),  which  was  carried  from  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  to 


CMi  change  them  Is  that  one  which  had  the  power  to  efltaUlsh  them  when  the 
Constitntioa  waa  framed— that  is,  the  Legislature. 

/.  The  word  ''admission"  In  the  Constitution  has  no  such  force  as  to  confer 
exclnsiye  power  upon  the  Supreme  Court.  This  word  has  different  meanings,  but 
does  not  necessarily,  tx  vi  termini,  imply  any  such  sense  as  is  given  to  it  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court,  that  is,  to^k  leaye  to  enter,  nor  does  it  imply 
any  right  on  the  part  of  the  admltter  to  refuse  entrance.  Its  proper  etymolQgkal 
meaning  is  motion  into  a  place.  Roget,  in  his  Thesaurus,  couples  It  with  entrance, 
ingress,  entry,  introgression,  &c.,  290,295.  It  often  means  simply  entrance ;  for 
example,  we  speak  of  the  admission  of  heat  through  strata.  Weheter  gires  as  ooe 
of  its  meanings  the  *'  power  or  right  of  entrance,"  hence  actual  entrance.  Shak- 
speare  often  uses  the  word  in  that  sense.  Thus  in  Cymbeline,  act  2,  scene  8,  do- 
ten  says:  **  'Tis  gold  which  buys  admittance ;  oft  it  doth." 

The  ancient  writs  before  alluded  to  show  in  what  sense  the  word  is  used  in  con- 
neotion  with  attorneys.  Hie  king  commanded  the  justices  to  admit,  and  GoTemor 
Montgomerie  required  the  justices  to  admit  such  and  such  a  person  as  an  attorney. 
Maugham,  in  his  Law  of  Attorneys  (6),  says  that  the  king  might  order  the  court 
to  admit  an  attorney,  which  it  was  bound  to  do.  To  the  lower  courts,  if  com- 
manded  to  admit,  and  they  did  not,  an  attachment  would  issue.  (FUtherbertj  Jf.  B., 
869,  C.  D.) 

The  meaning  of  the  word  may  be  tested  by  an  example.  Th»  owner  of  a  pic- 
ture-gallery gives  to  a  friend  a  ticket,  upon  which  are  printed  the  words,  "Admit 
the  bearer."  He  presents  this  to  the  official  in  charge  of  the  gallery,  and  de- 
mands admission.  Can  we  judge  of  his  surprise  when  the  attendant  replies,  *'I>o 
you  not  observe  upon  the  ticket  the  word  '  admit  V  I  am  in  the  habit  of  obeyfo; 
the  commands  of  my  master,  but' in  this  case  I  am  evidently  released.  This  word 
'admit'  clothes  me  with  a  discretion.  I  have  a  right  to  refuse  you  entrance, 
which  I  now  do.  If  you  ask  me  why,  I  can  only  say,  '  Sie  voh,  m  jnUo,  iM  fro 
nMom  vobaUM,* " 

The  best  test  of  the  meaning  of  the  word  in  the  Constitution  is  to  search  the 
clause  itself.  The  word  *<  entitled' '  immediately  precedes  it.  This  means  either  s 
right  to  demand  a  thing,  or  that  one  is  qualified  to  make  a  demand.  ( WS»tltr.) 
It  cannot  have  the  latter  sense  in  this  section,  because  the  Constitution  supposes 
that  the  citiien  has  the  qualifications  before  he  is  entitled.  It  evidently  means  a 
**  right  to  demand."  We  may  then  Insert  in  the  clause  the  definition  of  the  word 
'*  admit"  given  by  the  Supreme  Court.  The  clause  would  then  read :  Any  male 
citiaen,  &c.,  shall  have  a  right  to  demand  that  he  may  have  leave  granted  to  him 
to  practise,  and  he  shall  also  have  a  right  to  demand  that  such  permission  be 
refused. 

Such  a  construction  gives  no  fbroe  to  the  words  ^*  having  the  requisite  quaKfi- 
cations."  The  whole  sentence  would  read:  Any  male  citisen  of  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  of  good  moral  character,  and  possessing  the  requisite  qualifica- 
tions of  learning  and  ability,  shall  be  entitled  to  ask  leave  to  practise  in  all  the 
oonrts  of  this  State,  and  shaU  also  be  entitled  to  have  that  leave  refused.   1^ 
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the  Supreme  Conrt  by  certiorari,  Chief-justice  Savage  said: 
^^This  is  a  specially  delegated  power  to  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  as  a  court,  and  not  to  the  judges  as  an  ex-officio  duty ; 
and  when  such  a  power  is  committed  to  a  court,  all  the  ordinary 


ihowB  that  the  qualificatioiifl  precede  the  admission,  and  that  the  word  has  no  such 
sense  as  it  is  assumed  to  have.  The  words  '*  entitled  to  an  admission"  confer  a 
)cg«l  right  which  the  court  has  no  power  to  refuse.  The  most  that  can  be  claimed 
is  that  evidence  ought  to  be  submitted  to  the  court  to  show  how  the  person  is 
sntiUed,  which  has  been  already  noticed.  If  the  word  "  admit"  means  **  to  aak 
leave/'  then  it  implies  that  leave  must  be  asked  of  each  and  all  the  courts.  This 
oonstniction  would  overthrow  the  present  practice  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

f .  llie  Legislature  enacted  in  one  case,  Uiat  parties  had  sufficient  qualifications 
UDder  the  Constitution.  In'  the  judiciary  act,  it  was  declared  that  every  previ- 
oosly  admitted  attorney  should  become,  and  be  thenceforth  a  counsellor.  The 
qualifications  of  an  attorney  were  determined  by  the  Legislature  itself,  to  be  suf- 
ficient to  admit  him  as  counsellor  without  examination.  This  contemporaneous 
construction  of  the  Constitution  is  entitled  to  great  weight.  (Stuart  and  Laird, 
lOon.,  299;  Moers  a.  The  City  of  Beading,  21  Penn,,  188  ;  People  «.  Green, 
2  Wmi, ,  266,  per  Mabot,  J. ;  Sed^vkk  on  Co/utUutioruU  Law,  487-8.)  The  Legislature 
d^ngnish  in  section  75,  chapter  280,  of  1847,  between  being  entitled  to  practise 
and  an  admission  to  practise.  8o  the  act  of  21  and  22  Victoria  (ch.  85  in  §  15), 
enacts  that  an  attorney  shall  be  entitled  to  be  a  proctor  in  the  Court  of  Probate, 
ami  in  section  68  provides  a  fee  for  an  admission.  The  similarity  between  the 
provisions  of  this  act  taken  together,  and  the  language  of  our  own  law,  and  of 
oor  Constitution,  is  noticeable.  The  Legislature  have  passed  various  enactments 
requiring  the  courts  to  admit  on  the  examination  of  counsellors.  {Lawt  </ 1851, 
ch.  43 ;  lS5d,  ch.  91 ;  1855,  ch.  810.)  An  act  somewhat  like  the  one  in  question 
will  be  found  in  Session  Laws  of  1859,  ch.  267 ;  also  1860,  ch.  187,  regarding  the 
University  of  New  York. 

&.  If  it  be  sidd,  why  admit  to  practise  ?  the  answer  is,  such  is  the  language  of 
the  Constitution  and  the  law.  In  both  cases  the  party  is  declared  to  have  a  titl» 
to  be  admitted.  It  may  not  be  absolutely  necessary,  but  still  it  is  valuable  to  the 
practitioner.  It  furnishes  him  with  a  convenient  means  of  proving  his  title  to 
practise.  His  name  is  upon  the  roll,  which  was  one  of  the  great  objects  of  the 
statute  of  Henry  lY.  It  Is  more  convenient  to  the  court  in  administering  dis- 
dpline.  It  is  not,  however,  for  the  court  to  object  that  such  a  proceeding  is  un- 
necessary. It  is  sufficient  that  the  Constitution  declares  his  right  to  it,  and  dis- 
ting^uishea  between  the  title  to  an  admission  and  fhe  act  of  admission  itself. 

t.  It  may  be  urged  that  this  section  was  not  at  all  directed  to  the  legislative 
power,  but  dmply  to  the  judiciary.  It  is  found  in  the  chapter  on  the  judiciary, 
tuid  in  immediate  juxtaposition  to  the  subject  of  appointment  by  the  judges.  Its 
object  seems  to  have  been  to  prevent  the  judiciary  from  unreasonably  restricting 
the  right  to  practise.  Therefore  the  Legislature  not  being  intended,  their  power 
over  the  whole  subject  remains  as  plenary  as  it  did  before  the  Constitution,  ex- 
cept that  they  cannot  restrict  the  right  more  narrowly  than  the  Constitution  has 
done. 

If  it  should  be  thought  to  haive  beon  intended  to  act  upon  the  Legislature,  it 
can  only  be  restrictive  under  the  maxim  **  That  the  enumeration  of  certain  per- 
Yoi.  XL— 21 
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powers  of  euch  court,  bo  far  as  thej  are  applicable  to  the  dis- 
charge of  the  particular  duty,  may  be  exercised  as  in  ordinary 
cases."  The  same  judge,  iu  a  subsequent  case,  viz.,  in  the 
Matter  of  Canal-street  (11  Wend.^  154),  said:  "If  they  misbe- 


ions,  is  the  excladon  of  all  others;"  **Ihq>remo  umut  euhuio  interna."  QmX 
caution  is  neoenary,  however,  in  the  application  of  this  maadm.  {Brwmi^t  Ltgd 
Mamif  415.)  Lord  Coke  furnishes  to  us  an  illustration  of  this  principle.  He 
says:  '*  Although  by  Magna  Charta,  common  pleas  are  no  longer  to  follow  the 
king,  it  does  not  result  that  other  pleas  must  follow  the  king/'   (2  Cbix  Ind.,  26.) 

The  correct  rule  seems  to  be,  that  whenever  the  object  of  the  proTisiou  is  to 
confer  privil^es  upon  the  dtiaen,  the  maxim  is  not  to  be  appUed.  It  has  never 
been  supposed  that  the  ninth  amendment  to  the  United  States  Constitution,  which 
provides  that  the  enumeration  of  certidn  rights  shall  not  be  construed  to  deny  or 
disparage  others  retained  by  the  people,  was  actually  necesary,  but  only  inserted 
for  greater  caution.    The  maxim  cannot  be  so  perverted. 

6.  This  law  is  not  unconsUtutionaJ,  because  it  omits. to  menUon  that  the  ^ 
plicant  must  be  a  nlale  citizen  of  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  of  good  monl 
character. 

a.  The  (Constitution  is  to  be  interpreted  in  connection  with  the  law.  It  is 
tacitly  assumed  that  the  Legislature  intended  not  to  injfringe  upon  the  Constitu- 
tion, unless  the  act  directly  necessitates  an  opposite  construction,  It  surely  can- 
not be  necessary  to  repeat  the  Constitution  in  every  law.  Legislation  would 
greatly  increase  in  verbosity  by  the  enforcement  of  any  such  rule.  Such  has 
always  been  the  benign  interpretation  of  statutes  by  the  courts  of  common  lav. 
Where  statutes  are  made,  there  are  some  things  which  are  exempted  and  fore* 
priaed  out  of  the  provisions  thereof  by  the  law  of  reason,  though  not  expready 
mentioned.    {PUw.y  13  B ;  2  Inal.,  118;  Dwarrit  on  StoMet,  628.) 

Where  an  act  gives  a  thing  generally,  it  is  subject  to  the  general  ooDtrol  and 
order  of  the  common  law.  Words  are  to  be  taken  in  a  lawfhl  and  rightful  seoaa, 
if  possible.    {Dwarrit,  694  ;  Cb.  IML,  881 ;  £.  Smith' 9  OmmaUana,  697.) 

In  order  that  a  law  be  unconstitutional,  it  must  be  plainly  and  manifestly  in 
collision  with  some  constitutional  provision.  (Scott  a.  Smart,  1  JKauwi^,  Jfiei, 
296.)  Every  reasonable  intendment  is  to  be  made  in  &vor  of  the  proceedings  of 
the  Legislature.  It  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  the  Legislature  has  violated  the 
Constitution.    (Miller  and  Gibson  a.  The  State,  8  OAto,  JT.  S,,  482.) 

b.  By  section  2  of  the  law  of  April  7,  1860,  all  acts  and  parts  of  acts  then  in 
existence,  not  inconsistent  with  this  act,  still  remidn  In  force.  Statutes  in  pari 
MoteFJaAre  to  be  construed  together.  (AntCA  on  ObiuCite^ibfialZaw,  760-770.)  Oon- 
sequeatlypit  may  be  properly  held  that  the  judiciary  act  of  Hay  12,  1847,  diapter 
280,  ia  stlU  in  force,  so  far  as  it  is  not  inconsistent  with  this  law  in  reference  to 
admissions  under  it.  According  to  Dwarris  on  Statutes  (569),  acts  in  pari  mtUrin 
are  to  be  reganded  as  one  scheme.  That  class  of  provisions  which  provides  for 
prools  of  Bocal  character,  age,  and  dtisenship,  may  perhaps  be  enforced  as  to 
Udmiarions  under  the  law  in  question.  This  view  would  involve  the  idea  that  the 
object  of  the  law  of  April  7, 1860,  was  simply  to  furnish  the  court  with  evidence 
of  learning  and  ability. 

c  But  the  law  of  April  7,  requires  not  merely  an  examination  of  three  ooonsel- 
lors,  but  also  their  neoommendaUon.    Tlie  word  "  recommendntioii"  involves  the 
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have  we  puiUBh  them  by  attachment,  as  we  might  referees  in  a 
ease  committed  to  them.  liV  for  any  cause  persons  appointed,  as 
commissioners  are  shown  to  be  improper,  we  may,  by  virtue  of 
the  power  of  appointment,  remove  them  and  appoint  others. 


idea  tliftt  the  committee,  who  must  oonsist  of  connBeUors  at  law,  are  satisfied  of 
Kh«ir  fiiaesa  in  aU  respects,  both  under  the  Constitution  and  the  laws.  It  will  be 
remembered  that  these  counsellors,  like  the  judges  and  the  Legislature,  have 
tnom.  hoth.  to  support  the  Constitution  and  the  laws,  and  that  it  cannot  be  as- 
sumed thai  they  will,  in  violation  of  their  oaths,  recommend  any  one  for  an  office 
who  ia  known  to  be  disqualified  by  the  express  language  of  the  Constitution, 
litis  plain  principle  is  supported  by  numerous  decisions.  Thus  in  Miller  and 
GibaoQ  a.  The  State  (3  OhiOf  H.  S.,  484),  the  court  says  :  "The  Legislature  take 
an  oath  to  support  the  Constitution,  and  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  presume  that 
they  have  disregarded  their  oaths."  8o  in  Marion  Bailroad  Co.  a.  Davis  (13 
Geurgia,  68),  it  is  said,  all  presumptions  are  in  favor  of  a  Legislature  who  have 
sworn  to  obey  the  Constitution.  The  same  principle  which  is  here  invoked  in 
£ftvor  of  a  legislative  body,  would  apply  to  a  body  of  commissioners  who  were 
intrusted  with  power  of  the  kind  in  question.  Will  it  be  contended  that  it  was 
neoesoaiy  in  the  Judiciary  act  to  have  enacted  that  the  court  shall  admit  none  but 
each  as  have  the  requisite  qualifications  f  Could  not  the  court  act  on  the  Con- 
ititation  and  the  law  combined  ? 

d.  Even  if  this  oourt  should  hold  that  the  words  of  the  law  are  too  broad,  It 
would  not  necessarily  be  void.  It  is  a  familiar  principle  of  constitutional  law  to 
hold  an  act  partly  valid  and  partly  void,  provided  that  the  valid  and  void  parts 
can  be  aeparated.  (See  Commonwealth  a.  Clapp,  5  Oray,  97,  482,  486  ;  Mobile 
and  Ohio  JBailroad  Co.  a.  State,  29  AUl,  673 ;  State  a.  Copeland,  3  Rhode  Idand, 
S3:  State  a.  Com.  Perry  Co.,  5  0^,  JV.  8.,  497.)  The  case  in  6  Gray  (482-4), 
holdc  that  a  portion  of  a  section  of  an  act  may  be  valid  aud  the  other  part  void, 
provided  that  the  Legislature  must  not  be  supposed  to  have  designed  the  whole 
S8  one  scheme,  and  to  have  refused  to  pass  the  one  portion  without  the  other. 
Under  these  decisions,  it  may  well  be  doubted  whether,  even  if  the  Legislature 
had  expressly  enacted  that  minors,  or  females,  or  aliens  might  be  admitted,  as 
veil  aa  those  having  the  coustltiitional  qualifications,  the  law  would  be  totally 
void.  It  would  undoubtedly  be  void  pro  (arUo,  For  the  sake  of  illustration,  it 
may  be  supposed  that  the  law  consisted  of  two  entirely  separate  sections ;  one  of 
thtae  admits  those  having  the  constitutional  qualifications ;  the  second,  those  who 
do  not.  Could  not  one  of  these  sections  be  declared  void  and  the  other  valid  f 
Would  it  then  make  any  difference  if  they  were  in  the  same  section  f  Certainly 
not.  The  Constitution  separates  the  two  classes  by  the  hypothesis,  and  they  are 
not  confounded,  because  they  stand  in  each  other's  vicinity.  Even  at  common 
Uw,  fi^oods  are  not  said  to  be  confused,  because  they  stand  in  juxtaposition.  A 
part  of  a  section  of  a  law  being  regarded  as  valid,  and  another  part  void,  the 
cx>art  will  treat  the  unconstitutional  part  as  if  it  were  stricken  out  of  the 
statute.     (29  il/o.,  673  ;  8  Mode  Island,  33.) 

e.  The  Legislature  have  provided  that  the  candidates  shall  be  admitted.  If  this 
meaoa  that  the  oourt  stiall  make  an  order  for  admission,  then  it  has  a  superintend- 
ing power  to  see  that  these  persons  possess  the  requisite  qualifications. 

/.  The  argument  proves  too  much.    For  if  the  committee  of  counsellors  hftd 
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We  are  not  the  mere  condoite  of  conveying  anthoritj  to  the 
commissioners.    They  become  officers  of  our  court,  the  proceed- 
ing is  a  proceeding  in  our  court,"  &c. 
It  will  be  seen  that  the  chief-justice  in  these  extracts  spoke 


been  ezpresBly  prohibited  by  etatute  from  admitting  nnqoalified  peraons,  thej 
might  atiU,  aa  a  matter  of  &ct,  have  recommended  persona  who  did  not  pcwaa 
the  requiaite  atatatory  quaUficationB.  If  it  be  said  that  they  break  their  oaths  if 
they  do  so,  that  could  also  have  been  said  in  the  former  case.  It  is  a  very  trite 
principle  of  constitutional  law,  that  the  possible  abuse  of  a  power  or  anthmitj  ii 
no  argument  against  its  existence. 

6.  The  law  is  not  unconstitutional  because  it  declares  that  no  diploma  of  the 
coUege  shaU  be  sufficient  evidence  of  the  right  of  any  graduate  to  be  admitted 
to  practise,  whieh  is  given  for  any  period  of  attendance  upon  the  Utw  School  fix 
.leas  than  eighteen  months. 

a.  The  Constitution  does  not  say  sa  At  most  this  merely  provides  that  the 
requisite  qualifications  of  learning  and  ability  shall  be  found  to  exist.  What  ev- 
idence shaU  be  furnished  of  that  fact  does  not  anywhere  appear.  That  the  Legis- 
lature could  not  enact  that  this  should  be  the  only  evidence  of  qualification,  msj 
be  admitted.  But  that  they  could  not  enact  that  a  term  of  clerkship  should  bei 
means  of  furnishing  evidence  of  qualifications  is  not  at  all  dear. 

b.  No  student  in  the  Law  School  is  confined  to  an  application  under  this  law. 
He  may,  like  his  fellow-citiaens,  resort  to  the  former  practice.  The  Legislature 
provides  two  modes  of  admiarion  to  the  bar ;  these  are  not  excloaive,  the  one  of 
the  other,  but  collateral.  They  say  to  young  men,  if  you  take  the  one  mode, 
you  may  be  admitted  in  the  one  way ;  if  you  take  the  other  mode,  in  the  other. 
If  you  go  to  the  Law  School  and  ask  for  admission  under  the  act  of  1860,  job 
must  study  so  long ;  if  not,  you  need  not  study  at  all,  but  may  take  the  diaocra 
of  an  examination.  Tou  may  leave  the  Law  School  at  any  hour  and  apply  to  th« 
court  for  admission.  Here  are  two  parallel  roads  to  the  same  point.  The  one  is 
open  to  aU.  You  have  only  to  knock  at  the  gate  and  be  admitted.  If  you  cboow 
to  take  the  other  road,  it  will  take  you  a  much  longer  time  to  reach  the  entimsce. 
If  you  do  not  like  to  pursue  that  Course,  leave  it  any  moment.  We  will  nerer 
make  the  other  entrance  more  difficult  of  access  for  that  reaaon.  Who  can  »J 
that,  under  such  circumstances,  there  is  any  restriction  upon  the  rights  of  tbe 
citizen  f 

e.  Again.  The  clause  in  question  simply  declares  what  effect  the  contents  of  * 
certain  piece  of  paper  or  parchment  shaU  have  as  evidence,  llie  act  does  not  »J 
that  the  student  may  not  be  admitted  to  the  bar  unless  he  has  studied  in  the  U« 
School  eighteen  months,  but  it  simply  declares  that  the  diploma  shall  not  other- 
wise be  evidence  of  his  right  to  practise.  Can  it  be  unconstitutional  to  decUn 
what  effect  a  document  shall  or  shall  not  have  as  evidence  ?  (See  Hand  a.  Bsllov. 
2  iTem.,  641.) 

d.  No  man  can  raise  this  objection  but  the  student  If  he  chooaes  to  waite  his 
constitutional  privilege,  who  can  object?  It  is  an  ancient  maxim  that  any  ooe 
can  renounce  what  was  intended  for  his  benefit 

7.  The  law  should  not  be  declared  unconstitutional,  unless  the  question  is  free 
from  doubt  (Lunt's  Case,  6  Jfotm,  412  ;  Franklin  Bridge  a.  Wood,  14  Gtof^ 
SO ;  Scott  0.  Smart,  1  Mannmg,  295;  Fletcher  &  Peck,  6  Ormek,  87 ;  ]lonu<- 
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not  of  the  action  of  the  court  in  reviewing  and  confirming  the 
reports  of  the  commissioners  which  might  be  considered  as 
more  especially  of  a  judicial  nature,  but  of  the  appointment  of 
the  commissioners  themselves;  and  the  substance  of  what  is 
said  ia,  that  aa  the  power  was  conferred  upon  and  exercised  by 


Ptople,  8  Dim.,  881 ;  Decamp  a.  Kveland,  19  Barb.,  81 ;  Foster  a.  Eaeex  Bank,  16 
Jfiac,  245 ;  aleo  Fanners'  Bank  a.  Smith,  8  Sery.  4-  JS.,  68,  78 ;  Sed^widt'B  dm- 
Mtttiiiomd  Law,  482-4.)  There  most  be  no  rational  doubt  {Exp.  McCollum,  1  Cow., 
550).  Hiis  rule  is  especially  applicable  when  there  has  been  a  contemporaneous 
and  oontinaous  construction  of  the  provision  by  the  Legislature  for  many  years, 
wfakh  has  been  uniformly  acquiesced  in. 

The  case  of  McKeon  a.  Devries  (8  Barh^y  196),  is  not  opposed  to  this  argument. 
There  was  no  admission  provided  for  in  that  case,  nor  did  the  Legislature  provide 
sny  mode  of  ascertaining  qualifications.  It  was  an  attempt  to^  make  an  agent 
lather  tiuui  an  attorney. 

&  The  argument  ab  tnconvadaUi  is  of  no  force  on  this  question,  unless  there  is 
adoabiful  construction.  (People  a.  Green,  2  Wend.,  277.)  The  only  point  that 
can  be  discussed  is  whether  the  law  be  unconstitutional,  which  is  a  question  of 
law.  Still  even  that  argument  may  be  successfully  met.  It  is  well  known  that 
under  the  present  system  of  admission  to  practise,  no  uniform  rule  is  evolved. 
The  examination  is  mainly  conducted  by  a  fluctuating  board  of  examiners ;  anon, 
rigid  and  severe,  at  other  times  easy  and  placable,  while  eight  such  boards  are  in 
session  twice  every  year.  No  other  public  officers  are  treated  in  such  a  manner 
IS  this.  It  may  be  assumed  that  law  schools  proceeding  upon  a  scheme  or  plan, 
may  be  so  conducted  that  an  examination  may  be  a  test  of  qualifications  at  once 
compfebensive  and  minute. 

"Fhe  mode  of  acquiring  the  principles  of  the  Roman  law  may  be  referred  to.  It 
is  well  known  that  even  during  the  time  of  the  republic,  skilful  lawyers  were 
Burrocnided  by  students,  who  followed  them  to  the  forum,  listened  to  their  expo- 
atiooa  of  legal  principles,  and  thus  learned  the  principles  of  jurisprudence.  After 
the  fonndation  of  the  empire,  law  schools  arose.  Jurisprudence  had  assumed  the 
form  of  a  severe  and  systematic  science.  When  the  two  great  sects  In  jurispru- 
dence arose,  Labeo,  the  parent  of  the  one,  was  a  distinguished  professor,  who 
fpeni  six  months  of  the  year  with  his  scholars,  and  six  months  in  preparing  lec- 
tures. The  great  jurists  begin  to  speak  of  their  preceptors,  and  of  the  school  to 
which  they  belonged.  It  may  be  said  that  the  profound  lawyers  in  the  palmiest 
days  of  Boman  jurisprudence  were  formed  by  the  oral  instruction  which  they  re- 
ceived Sn  law  schools.  (Ortolan's  Mttory  qf  Roman  Jurisprudence,  ed.  1868,  §  886.) 
later,  in  the  days  of  Justinian,  attendance  upon  particular  schools  was  made  com- 
polsory,  as  it  is  now  upon  the  continent  of  Europe.  (See  Samgny'i  ffiU.,  ch.  6, 
485,  440.) 

It  is  safe  to  say  that  jurisprudence  should  be  studied  like  other  sdences — ^the 
piinciples  should  be  known  first,  and  the  practice  acquired  afterwards.  It  would 
not  be  a  gnui  mistake  if  education  in  schools  as  under  the  Boman  law  was  made 
compulsory.  In  such  a  case,  public  opinion  and  legislation  might  and  would  re- 
qaire  the  schools  to  maintain  a  high  standard  of  excellence. 

IV.  llie  order  entered  in  this  matter,  denying  the  applicatidn  of  the  appellant 
to  be  admitted  to  practise,  should  be  reversed. 
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the  court  as  such,  and  especially  as  the  oflScers  when  appointed, 
were  in  some  sense  officers  of  the  court,  the  cases  were  to  be 
regarded  as  subject  to  those  incidents  which  ordinarily  attend 
judicial  proceedings.  Tliat  the  court  in  appointing  these  com- 
missioners act  judicially  was  also  asserted  by  Oardiner,  president 
of  the  Senate,  in  the  case  of  Striker  a.  Kelly  (2  Den.y  323).  He 
says:  ^'It  might  be  objected  with  equal  plausibility  that  the 
appointment  of  referees  was  an  executive  and  not  a  judicial 
act.  The  referees,  it  is  true,  are  officers  of  the  court ;  but  these 
commissioners  are  qtictai  officers,  and  may  be  compelled  to  pe^ 
form  their  duty  by  attachment." 

The  same  judge  in  a  subsequent  case  in  this  court,  viz.,  in 
the  Matter  of  Canal  and  Walker  streets  (i  Kem.^  ^^\  ^^d,  in 
reference  to  the  same  class  of  proceedings,  the  following  lan- 
guage: "If  the  law  of  1813  enlarged  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  which  in  effect  was  decided  in  Striker  a.  Eellj, 
no  other  change  was  produced.  The  powers  incident  to  its 
general  jurisdiction,  so  far  as  applicable,  at  once  attached  to  the 
new  subject.  In  administering  this  law,  as  every  other,  the 
court  would  require  the  services  of  its  officers,  punish  for  con- 
tempt, issue  attachments,  use  the  buildings  appropriated  to  the 
ordinary  business  of  the  court,  and  set  aside  the  proceedings  on 
sufficient  cause." 

The  principle  to  be  deduced  from  these  extracts  obviously  is, 
that  where  any  power  is  conferred  upon  a  court  of  justice,  to 
be  exercised  by  it  as  a  court,  in  the  manner  and  with  the  for- 
malities  used  in  its  ordinary  proceedings,  the  action  of  Bueh 
court  is  to  be  regarded  as  judicial,  irrespective  of  the  original 
nature  of  the  power.  The  Legislature,  by  conferring  any  par- 
ticular power  upon  a  court,  virtually  declares  that  it  considers 
it  a  power  which  may  be  most  appropriately  exercised  tmder 
the  modes  and  forms  of  a  judicial  proceeding.  If,  therefore, 
there  were  nothing  whatever  to  characterize  the  proceedings  in 
this  case,  as  in  any  respect  judicial,  except  that  they  were  had 
in  the  exercise  of  a  power  conferred  upon  the  Supreme  Court 
as  a  court,  I  should  not  hesitate  to  hold  that  they  were  subject 
to  all  the  ordinary  incidents  of  other  jH*oceediug8  in  courts  of 
justice. 

But  I  regard  the  nature  of  the  office  as  (^  no  little  inlpor^ 
ance  in  determining  the  question  which  arises  here.    In  the 
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cases  to  which  I  have  referred,  the  courts  have  laid  stress  upon 
the  fact  that  the  commissioners,  when  appointed,  become  officers 
of  the  court,  and,  as  such,  subject  to  its  direction  and  control. 
This  is  an  argument  which  applies  with  far  greater  force  to  the 
present  case.  Attorneys  and  counsellors  are  not  onlj  officers 
of  the  court,  but  officers  whose  duties  relate  almost  exclusively 
to  proceedings  of  a  judicial  nature.  And  hence  their  appoint- 
ment may  with  propriety  be  intrusted  to  the  courts,  and  the 
latter,  in  performing  this  duty,  may  very  justly  be  considered  as 
engaged  in  the  exercise  of  their  appropriate  judicial  functions. 

By  a  statute  of  the  State  of  Missouri,  the  Supreme  Court  of 
that  State  was  authorized  to  strike  from  the  rolls  any  attorney 
guilty  of  contempt,  malpractice,  &c.  And  the  Circuit  Court 
was  empowered  to  suspend  from  practice  any  attorney  guilty  of 
any  misconduct  which,  in  the  opinion  of  that  court,  should  be 
such  as  to  justify  his  being  stricken  from  the  rolls.  Under  this 
statute,  George  Strother,  an  attorney,  was  suspended  by  the 
Circuit  Court  of  St.  Louis  county,  for  six  months,  by  an  order 
entered  in  the  minutes  of  the  court.  Strother  brought  a  writ 
of  error  to  the  Supreme  Court,  and  that  court  sustained  the  writ, 
and  reversed  the  order  of  the  Circuit  Court.  (Strother  a.  The 
State  of  Missouri,  1  IRss.  H.j  605.) 

Again,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory  of  Minnesota,  be- 
fore its  admission  as  a  State,  was  authorized  by  a  statute  of  the 
Territory  to  i-emove  an  attorney  for  wilful  misconduct  Under 
this  law,  one  David  A.  Secombe  was  removed  by  an  order  of 
the  court,  reciting  the  cause.  Secombe  thereupon  presented  a 
petition  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  praying  for 
a  mandamus  to  be  directed  to  tlie  Territorial  Court,  command- 
ing such  court  to  vacate  the  order.  The  mandamus  was  denied 
upon  the  sole  ground  that  the  act  of  removal  was  a  judicial  act 
Chief  Justice  Taney  said :  ^'  We  are  not  aware  of  any  case  where 
a  mandamus  has  issued  to  an  inferior  tribunal,  commanding  it 
to  reverse  or  annul  its  decision,  when  the  decision  was  in  its 
nature  a  judicial  act'*  (19  Sow.  XT.  S.  R.^  15.)  If  the  removal 
or  suspension  of  an  attorney  be,  as  was  held,  in  these  cases,  a 
judicial  act,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  admission  of  an  attor- 
ney is  any  the  less  so ;  especially  when,  as  here,  the  court  in 
the  act  of  admission  is  required  to  pass  not  only  upon  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  evidence  of  certain  facts,  but  upon  the  constitu- 
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tionalitj  and  validitj  of  a  statute,  and  thus  to  exercise  the  high- 
est judicial  function  ever  intrusted  to  a  court. 

But  in  addition  to  the  arguments  and  authorities  already  pre- 
sented, there  is  another  consideration  which  serves,  as  I  think, 
very  conclusively  to  show  that  the  action  of  the  Supreme  Court 
in  tibis  case  is  not  executive  but  judicial.  There  are,  no  doubt, 
certain  governmental  powers  and  functions  which,  although 
exercised  by  a  court  of  justice,  would  nevertheless  be  purely 
administrative  in  their  character.  Such,  for  instance,  is  the 
power  conferred  by  the  Revised  Statutes  upon  Courts  of  Com- 
mon Pleas,  to  grant  licenses  for  keeping  ferries ;  and  such,  no 
doubt,  would  be  a  power  merely  to  select  and  appoint  officers 
with  duties  having  no  connection  with  the  courts,  and  who 
would  not,  by  their  appointment,  become  in  any  sense  officers 
of  the  court  appointing  them.  But  there  is  a  marked  distinc- 
tion between  such  cases  and  that  under  review.  In  the  act  of 
licensing  ferries,  the  court  does  not  pass  upon  a  right,  but  simply 
exercises  a  discretion.  The  statute  confers  no  right  to  a  ferry 
npon  any  individual,  whatever  may  be  the  circumstances.  If  it 
did,  and  the  court  was  authorized  to  adjudicate  as  to  the  exist- 
ence of  the  facts  entitling  the  party  to  the  right,  its  act  in  so 
doing  would  clearly  be  judicial.  In  regard  to  attorneys,  the 
Constitution  confers  the  absolute  right  of  admission  upon  every 
one  possessing  the  recjuisite  qualifications.  The  court  is  called 
upon  to  determine  as  to  the  existence  of  this  right.  It  being 
ascertained  that  the  applicant  possesses  the  requisite  qualifica- 
tions, his  admission  follows  as  a  legal  necessity.  It  is  certainly 
clear,  as  a  general  rule,  that  whenever  the  law  confers  a  right, 
and  authorizes  an  application  to  a  court  of  justice  to  enforce 
that  right,  the  proceedings  upon  such  an  application  are  to  be 
regarded  as  of  a  judicial  nature,  and  I  am  unable  to  perceive 
any  just  ground  upon  which  the  present  case  can  be  considered 
as  an  exception. 

But  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  the  order  is  appealable. 
That  depends  upon  the  provisions  of  the  Code  authorizing  ap- 
peals to  this  court  By  subdivision  8,  of  section  11,  taken  in 
connection  with  the  previous  portions  of  the  section,  it  is  de 
clared  that  this  court  shall  have  jurisdiction  to  review  every 
actual  determination  made  at  a  general  term  of  tlie  Supreme 
Court, ''  in  a  final  order  affecting  a  substantial  right  made  in  a 
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special  proceediog."  That  the  order  tinder  review  is  an  actual 
determination  of  the  court,  that  it  is  final,  and  that  it  affects  a 
Bubetantial  right,  will  not  be  doubted.  The  only  question  which 
can  arise  upon  this  part  of  the  case  is,  whether  it  was  made  in 
A  "special  proceeding." 

By  section  1  of  the  Code,  remedies  in  courts  of  justice  are 
divided  into  actions  and  special  proceedings.  Section  2  defines 
an  action  to  be  an  ordinary  proceeding,  viz.,  in  a  court  of  jus- 
tice ;  and  section  3,  declares  that  every  other  proceeding  is  a 
Bpeeial  proceeding.  As  the  application  in  this  case  could  not 
by  possibility  be  an  action,  it  is  of  course  a  special  proceeding, 
provided  it  is  a  remedy  at  all  under  section  1.  What  then  is  a 
remedy!  The  only  judicial  exposition  of  the  subject  appears 
to  be  that  contained  in  a  remark  of  Johnson,  J.,  in  Belknap  a. 
Waters  (1  jff^m.,  477).  He  says :  "  The  Code,  unfortunately, 
has  not  furnished  us  a  definition  of  a  remedy,  except  in  so  far 
as  one  can  be  drawn  from  its  distribution  of  all  remedies  into 
actions  and  special  proceedings.  It  seems  to  regard  every 
original  application  to  a  court  of  justice  for  a  judgment  or  an 
order  as  a  remedy.  According  to  this  interpretation,  which  I 
deem  just,  the  application  of  the  appellant  to  the  Supreme 
Court  was  clearly  a  remedy.  If  we  take  the  definition  of  the 
word  remedy  given  by  lexicographers,  the  result  is  the  same. 
Bonvier  defines  remedy  to  he  '^  the  means  employed  to  enforce 
a  right,  or  redress  an  injury."  This  definition  would  clearly 
embrace  the  present  proceeding ;  since  every  applicant  has,  as 
we  have  seen,  an  absolute  constitutional  right  to  admission, 
provided  he  is  a  citizen  and  of  the  required  age,  character,  and 
ability,  and  the  object  of  the  application  was  to  enforce  this 
right 

It  becomes  our  duty,  therefore,  to  review  the  order  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  denying  the  right  of  the  fippellant  to  admission  as 
an  attorney ;  and  in  doing  so  it  will  be  assumed,  as  the  eonrt 
appears  to  have  assumed,  that  the  only  objection  to  his  admis- 
sion was  that  upon  which  his  rejection  by  the  court  was  based, 
viz.:  The  unconstitutional  nature  of  the  act  of  April  7, 1860, 
nnder  which  the  application  was  made. 

Several  objections  to  the  validity  of  this  act  are  suggested  by 
the  Supreme  Court.  The  first  is,  that  it  makes  the  possession 
by  a  graduate  of  the  Law  School  of  Columbia  College  of  a 
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diploma  conferring  the  degree  of  Bachelor  of  Laws  the  only 
prerequiBite  of  admifi&ion  to  practise,  while  the  Oonstitntion 
requires  that  the  applicant,  to  be  entitled  to  ench  admission, 
mnst  be  a  male  citizen  of  the  age  of  twent j-one  years. 

If  the  act  were  necessary  to  be  constraed  strictly  according 
to  its  terms,  this  objection  would  perhaps  prove  to  be  well 
taken.  Interpreted  literally  and  by  itself  alone,  it  would  seem 
in  ejBfect  to  declare  that  any  graduate  of  the  Law  School,  who 
has  obtained  a  diploma  under  the  circumstances  mentioned  in 
the  act,  shall  be  admitted  to  practise,  irrespective  of  age,  citi- 
zenship, and  sex.  But  a  construction  which  would  bring  an 
act  of  the  Legislattire  into  direct  and  palpable  collision  with  the 
Constitution,  is  not  to  be  adopted  without  imperious  necessity. 
It  is  never  to  be  presumed  that  the  Legislature  has  violated  the 
organic  law.  A  strong  presumption  to  the  contrary  is  indeed 
to  be  overcome  in  every  case,  before  a  law  can,  with  propriety, 
be  declared  unconstitutional.  K,  by  the  application  of  the 
established  rules  of  statutory  construction,  it  can  be  so  inte^ 
preted  as  to  harmonize  with  the  Constitution,  this  interpreta- 
tion is  to  be  adopted.  One  of  thede  rules  is,  that  a  statute  is  to 
be  considered  as  passed  m  view  of,  and  is  to  be  construed  in 
connection  with,  the  existing  laws  on  the  same  subject.  An- 
other is,  that  we  are  to  look  at  the  general  scope  and  design  of 
the  law,  at  the  evil  to  be  remedied,  or  the  benefit  attained,  and 
so  to  construe  the  law  as  to  accomplish  the  object  the  Legisla- 
ture has  in  view. 

The  motive  for  passing  the  act  in  question  is  apparent;  Co- 
lumbia College  being  an  institution  of  established  reputation, 
and  having  a  Law  Department  under  the  charge  of  able  pro- 
fessors, the  students  in  which  department  were  not  only  sub- 
jected to  a  formal  examination  by  the  Law  Committee  of  the 
institution,  but  to  a  certain  definite  period  of  study  before  being 
^titled  to  a  diploma  as  graduates,  the  Legislature  evidently, 
and  no  doubt  justly,  considered  this  examination,  together  with 
the  preliminary  study  required  by  the  act,  as  fully  equivalent, 
as  a  test  of  legal  acquirement,  to  the  ordinary  examination  by 
the  court ;  and  as  rendering  the  latter -examination,  to  which 
no  definite  period  of  preliminary  study  was  essential,  unneces- 
sary and  burdensome. 

The  act  was  obviously  passed  with  reference  solely  to  the 
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learning  and  ability  of  the  applicant,  and  for  the  mere  purpose 
of  substituting  the  examination  hj  the  Law  Committee  of  the 
College  for  that  of  the  court.  It  could  have  had  no  othei 
object,  and  hence  no  greater  scope  should  be  given  to  its  pro- 
Tisions.  We  cannot  suppose  that  the  Legislature  designed 
entirely  to  dispense  with  the  plain  and  explicit  requirements  of 
the  Constitution;  and  the  act  contains  nothing  whatever  to 
indicate  an  intention  that  the  authorities  of  the  College  should 
inquire  as  to  the  age,  citizenship,  &c.,  of  the  students,  before 
granting  a  diploma.  The  only  rational  intei^retation  of  which 
the  act  admits  is,  that  it  was  intended  to  make  the  college 
diploma  competent  evidence  as  to  the  legal  attainment  of  the 
applicant,  and  nothing  else.  To  this  extent  alone  it  operates  as 
a  modification  of  pre-existing  statutes,  and  it  is  to  be  read  in 
connection  with  those  statutes  and  with  the  Constitution  itself, 
in  order  to  determine  the  present  condition  of  the  law  on  the 
subject. 

Again,  it  is  suggested  that  the  clause  in  the  act,  which  makes 
a  previous  attendance  upon  the  Law  School  for  a  certain  definite 
period  an  indispensable  condition  of  admission  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act,  brings  it  in  conflict  with  the  Constitution. 

This  objection  has  far  less  weight  than  that  just  considered. 
The  Supreme  Court  was,  no  doubt,  correct  in  assuming  that  the 
constitutional  provision  was  intended  to  deprive  the  courts  of 
all  power  to  require  any  particular  period  of  study,  as  a  neces- 
sary preliminary  to  admission  to  the  bar ;  and  to  confer  upon 
all  male  citizens  of  the  requisite  age,  however  short  may  have 
been  their  period  of  study,  the  right  to  be  admitted,  if  properly 
qualified.  If  the  act  in  question  should  be  found  in  the  slight- 
est degree  to  have  abridged  this  right,  it  would  be  clearly 
invalid.  By  no  reasonable  construction,  however,  can  it  be 
made  to  have  that  effect.  Students  in  the  Law  School  are  un- 
der no  obligation  to  avail  themselves  of  the  provisions  of  the 
law.  The  wide  door  thrown  open  by  the  Constitution  is  in  no 
respect  narrowed.  They  may  retire  at  will  from  the  Law  School 
and  present  themselves  to  the  court  for  admission.  No  privi* 
lege,  therefore,  conferred  by  the  Constitution  is  taken  away  or 
impaired.  Those  who  wish  to  avail  themselves  of  the  additional 
privilege  afforded  by  the  act  must  comply  with  its  provisions. 
Although  the  Legislature  cannot  limit  a  right  given  by  the 
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Constitution,  it  may  sarely  impose  conditiona  upon  privileges 
granted  by  itself.    This  is  so  plain  as  to  admit  of  no  debate. 

But  the  most  serious  objection  to  the  law,  and  that  upon 
which  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  was  mainlj  based,  is, 
that  the  power  to  appoint  or  admit  attorneys  and  counsellors  is 
vested  exclusively  in  the  courts,  and  that,  in  this  respect,  the  act 
in  question  is  in  conflict  with  the  Constitution  and  void.  If  such 
an  exclusive  power  is  vested  in  the  courts,  it  mtist  be  derived 
directly  from  some  specific  provision  or  provisions  of  the  Con- 
stitution. It  cannot  be  claimed  as  a  part  of  the  inherent  power 
of  the  courts,  or  as  resulting  necessarily  from  their  organizations 
as  courts.  To  show  this,  it  is  unnecessary  to  go  at  length  into 
the  history  of  attorneys  and  counsellors  as  a  separate  class.  It 
will  be  suflBcient  briefly  to  refer  to  the  manner  in  which,  prior 
to  the  Constitution  of  1846,  they  had  received  their  appoint- 
ments both  here  and  in  England.  Barristers  or  counsellors  at 
law,  in  England,  were  never  appointed  by  ^the  courts  at  West- 
minster, but  were  called  to  the  bar  by  the  Inns  of  Court,  which 
were  voluntary  unincorporated  associations.  The  power  of  the 
court  to  appoint  attorneys  as  a  class  of  public  officers  was  con- 
ferred originally,  and  has  been  from  time  to  time  regulated  and 
controlled  in  England  by  statute.  (4  Hen.  lY.,  ch.  18 ;  3.  Jam.  I., 
ch.  7 ;  6  &  7  Vict,  ch.  73,  §  27 ;  20  &  21,  Vict,  ch.  77,  §§  40-45.) 

In  this  State,  it  seems  that  attorneys,  prior  to  the  Bevolution, 
were  appointed  by  the  governor  of  the  colony.  (People  a.  The 
Justices  of  Delaware,  1  Johns,  Cas.j  182.)  By  the  Constitution 
of  1777,  the  power  of  appointing  this  class  of  officers  was  vested 
directly  in  the  courts ;  but  the  Constitution  of  1822  was  silent 
upon  tlxe  subject,  thus  leaving  the  matter  in  the  direction  and 
control  of  the  L^slatnre,  which,  at  its  next  session,  passed  an 
act  requiring  attorneys  to  be  licensed  by  the  courts  in  which 
they  should  respectively  practise.  It  is  plain,  therefore,  that 
although  the  appointment  of  attorneys  has  usually  been  intrust- 
ed in  this  State  to  the  courts,  it  h^  been,  nevertheless,  both 
here  and  in  England,  uniformly  treated  not  as  a  necessary  or 
inherent  part  of  their  judicial  power,  but  as  wholly  subject  to 
legislative  action.  I  take  no  notice  of  the  distinction  between 
attorneys  and  counsel  in  the  courts  of  this  State,  because  the 
same  principles  in  respect  to  the  mode  of  appointment  are,  of 
course,  applicable  to  both. 
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It  follows,  from  what  has  been  said,  that  unless  the  Constitu- 
tion of  1846  has  either  expressly  or  impliedly  conferred  upon 
the  Supreme  Court,  or  upon  the  several  courts,  the  exclusive 
power  claimed  in  this  case,  the  whole  subject  of.  the  admission 
of  attorneys  and  counsellors  was  left  as  theretofore,  in  the  hands 
of  the  Legislature,  subject  only  to  tlie  constitutional  provisions 
bearing  upon  it.  Let  us  see,  then,  whether  the  exclusive  power 
in  question  can  be  fairly  derived  from  any  provision  of  the  Con- 
stitution. The  learned  judge,  by  whom  the  opinion  was  deliv- 
ered in  the  court  below,  has  attempted  to  deduce  it  indirectly 
from  sections  3  and  5  of  article  6,  which,  in  effect,  organize 
and  establish  the  Supreme  Court,  with  substantially  the  same 
jurisdiction  it  previously  possessed.  His  argument  is  that,  by 
the  Constitution  of  1777,  the  appointment  of  attorneys,  &c.,  was 
given  without  limitation  to  the  courts ;  that  although  the  Con- 
stitution of  1822  was  silent  on  the  subject,  the  Legislature,  in  the 
absence  of  any  constitutional  provision,  had,  by  express  enact- 
ment, continued  the  power  possessed  by  the  courts  under  the 
previous  Constitution;  and  that,  as  the  Constitution  of  1846 
was  adopted  with  full  knowledge  of  the  power  possessed  and 
exercised  by  the  Supreme  Court,  the  inference  is,  that  it  was 
intended  to  confirm  this  power  with  such  modifications  and 
restrictions  only  as  were  inserted  in  the  Constitution.  He  refers 
to  the  familiar  rule,  that  a  statute  which  in  some  measure  con- 
flicts with  a  previous  statute,  but  which  it  does  not  in  terms 
repeal,  simply  abrogates  so  much  of  the  former  statute  as  is 
inconsistent  with  the  new  enactment,  leaving  the  residue  in 
force ;  and  that  the  effect  of  a  new  constitutional  provision  upon 
pre-existing  statutes  is  the  same. 

In  this,  the  judge  is  no  doubt  correct ;  but  his  inference  that 
the  power  thus  exercised  by  the  Supreme  Court,  is  thus  estab- 
lished so^  as  to  be  beyond  the  control  of  the  Legislature,  is 
plainly  erroneous.  Upon  this  theory,  such  parts  of  our  existing 
statutes  as  were  not  abrogated  by  the  new  Constitution,  would 
be  rendered  thereafter  unchangeable.  The  Constitution  of  1846 
left,  it  is  true,  so  much  of  the  previous  statute  on  the  subject 
of  tiie  admission  of  attorneys  as  did  not  conflict  with  its  provi- 
sions in  full  force,  but  did  not  take  away  the  power  of  the  Leg- 
islature to  alter  it.  Indeed j  the  specific  provision  of  the  Consti- 
tution on  the  subject  of  attorneys,  in  the  connection  in  which  it 
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stands,  bears  much  more  the  aspect  of  being  designed  to  take 
power  from  the  conrts  than  to  confer  it  upon  them.  The  entire 
section  reads  as  follows :  "They  (t.  e.  the  judges)  shall  not  hold 
anj  other  office  or  public  trust.  All  votes  for  either  of  them  for 
any  elective  office  except  that  of  justice  of  the  Supreme  Court 
or  judge  of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  given  by  the  Legislature  or 
the  people,  shall  be  void.  They  shcUl  not  exercise  any  power  of 
appointment  to  public  office.  Any  male  citizen  of  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  of  good  moral  character,  and  who  possesses 
the  requisite  qualifications  of  learning  and  ability,  shall  be  en- 
titled to  admission  to  practise  in  all  the  courts  of  this  State.'' 

The  object  of  this  provision  is  plain.  Attorneys,  solicitors, 
&c.,  were  public  officers ;  the  power  of  appointing  them  had 
previously  rested  with  the  judges,  and  this  was  the  principal 
appointing  power  which  they  possessed.  The  convention  was 
evidently  dissatisfied  with  the  manner  in  which  this  power  had 
been  exercised,  and  with  the  restriction  which  the  judges  had 
imposed  upon  admission  to  practise  before  them.  The  prohib- 
itory clause  in  the  section  quoted,  was  aimed  directly  at  this 
power,  and  the  insertion  of  the  provision  respecting  the  admis- 
sion of  attorneys,  in  this  particular  section  of  the  Constitution, 
evidently  arose  from  its  connection  with  the  object  of  this  pro- 
hibitory clause.  There  is  nothing  indicative  of  confidence  in 
the  courts,  or  a  disposition  to  preserve  any  portion  of  their 
power  over  this  subject,  unless  the  Supreme  Court  is  right  in 
the  inference  it  draws  from  the  use  of  the  word  "  admission"  in 
the  section  referred  to.  It  is  urged  that  the  admission  spoken 
of  must  be  by  the  court ;  that  to  admit  means  to  grant  leave, 
and  that  the  power  of  granting  necessarily  implies  the  power  of 
refusing,  and,  of  course,  the  right  of  determining  whether  the 
applicant  possesses  the  requisite  qualifications  to  entitle  him  to 
admission. 

These  positions  may  all  be  conceded  without  affecting  the 
validity  of  the  act.  The  Legislature  has  not  taken  from  the 
court  its  jurisdiction  over  the  question  of  admission,  but  has 
simply  prescribed  what  shall  be  competent  evidence  in  certain 
cases  upon  that  question.  It  is  not  necessary,  as  seems  to  have 
been  supposed  by  the  court  below,  that  the  power  to  do  this 
should  be  especially  granted  by  the  Constitution.  The  general 
grant  of  power  in  section  1,  article  3,  embraces  the  entire  legis- 
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lative  power  of  the  State,  which  in  itself  is  absolute  and  un- 
limited. Whether,  therefore,  the  Constitution  contains  a  restric- 
tion upon  this  power  in  the  particular  case,  is  the  only  question 
which  can  ever  arise  in  respect  to  any  exercise  of  power  by  the 
Legislature.  There  are,  no  doubt,  some  restrictions  upon  the 
power  of  the  Legislature  to  prescribe  rules  of  evidence,  as  other- 
wise it  might  subvert  some  of  the  most  valuable  guaranties 
contained  in  the  Constitution.  These  restrictions  have  never 
been  judicially  defined,  but  they  clearly  do  not  reach  the  pres- 
ent case. 

It  will  not  be  doubted,  even  assuming  that  the  court  had  the 
exclusive  power  of  "admission,"  that  the  Legislature  might 
have  provided  that  the  af&davit  of  the  appellant  should  be 
evidence  upon  the  question  of  age,  or  the  certificate  of  some 
public  officer  upon  that  of  citizenship.  There  is  no  substantial 
difference,  in  respect  to  the  power  of  the  Legislature,  between 
such  cases  and  that  under  consideration.  The  diploma  simply 
proves  that  the  applicant  has  the  requisite  learning  and  abil- 
i^,  bat  leaves  the  facts  in  regard  to  the  length  of  study,  the 
age,  citizenship,  &c.,  of  the  applicant,  to  be  inquired  into  and 
passed  upon  by  the  conrf  in  determining  the  question  of  ad- 
mission. 

But  I  see  no  good  reason  for  holding  that  it  was  intended  to 
refer  even  the  ultimate  act  of  admission  exclusively  to  the  court. 
If  the  Constitution  is  to  be  so  interpreted,  then  it  is  clear  that 
the  Legislature,  the  legal  profession,  and  even  the  courts  them- 
selves, have  been  greatly  in  error.  The  very  next  Legislature 
after  the  Constitution  was  adopted,  in  passing  the  judiciary  act, 
assumed  that  the  admission  of  attorneys  and  counsellors  to  prac- 
tise, subject  to  the  restrictions  contained  in  the  Constitution, 
was  left  as  before,  in  the  hands  of  the  Legislature,  and  its  action 
in  this  respect  has  been  uniformly  acquiesced  in  by  both  bench 
and  bar.  The  Supreme  Court  itself  has  repeatedly  ratified  and 
confirmed  this  legislation,  as  it  is  by  virtue  of  the  judiciary  act 
alone  that  it  has  exercised  the  power  of  admitting  attorneys  and 
connsellors  to  practise  in  other  courts.  There  can  be  no  pre- 
tence that  the  Constitution  invests  the  Supreme  Court  alone 
with  this  power.  If  the  construction  adopted  by  the  court  be- 
low is  sound,  the  consequence  must,  of  course,  be,  that  each 
court  would  have  a  right  to  admit  its  own  practitioners.    It 
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would  be  difficult  to  find  an j  theory  in  the  Consfitiition  which, 
even  by  implication,  could  authorize  it  to  admit  attomeyB,  &c., 
to  practise  in  the  County  Oourts  or  in  the  Court  of  Appeals. 

I  do  not  doubt,  however,  that  the  Supreme  Court  may,  with 
propriety,  be  invested  with  this  power,  notwithstanding  the 
clause  which  prohibits  the  judges  from  exercising  any  power  of 
appointment  to  office.  The  admission  of  an  attorney  under  Ihe 
provisions  of  the  present  Constitution,  is  not  an  appointment. 
Whenever  an  applicant  is  found  to  possess  the  requisite  qualifi- 
cations, the  Constitution,  by  its  own  inherent  energy,  appoints, 
i,  ^.,  it  gives  to  the  applicant  an  absolute  title  to  the  office,  which 
is  equivalent  to  an  appointment.  The  word  admission  means, 
no  doubt,  as  it  has  uniformly  been  interpreted  to  mean,  some- 
thing more  than  merely  permitting  the  appearance  of  persons 
who  may  present  themselves  in  particular  cases  claiming  the 
right  to  practise.  It  is  to  be  understood  with  reference  to  the 
long-established  custom  of  admitting  and  licensing  attorneys, 
not  for  a  single  occasion,  but  generally ;  upon  any  other  con- 
struction, every  practitioner  would  be  obliged  to  hold  himself 
in  readiness,  at  all  times,  to  prove  that  he  was  possessed  of  the 
requisite  constitutional  qualifications,  which  would  be  extremely 
inconvenient  and  embarrassing  to  the  administration  of  justice. 
No  doubt  some  kind  of  formal  admission  was  contemplated ; 
but  so  far  as  I  can  see,  that  admission,  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Constitution,  may  as  well  have  been  by  the  governor,  the 
attorney-general,  or  any  other  public  functionary,  as  by  the 
courts.  There  was  a  propriety,  certainly,  in  investing  the 
courts  with  the  power,  as  the  Legislature  has  done ;  but  this 
was  a  question  of  mere  legislative  discretion.  My  conclusion, 
therefore,  is,  that  the  act  under  consideration  is  valid,  and  hence 
that  the  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed. 

In  regard  to  the  constitutional  question,  all  the  judges  con- 
curred, except  CoHSTOOK,  Ch.  J.,  who  also,  together  with  Denio 
and  Wright,  JJ.,  dissented  from  that  portion  of  the  opinion 
holding  the  order  in  question  appealable. 

Order  reversed. 

A  similar  decision  was  made  in  the  case  of  the  appeal  firom 
the  order  denying  adntiission  to  the  graduates  of  the  Kew  York 
University. 
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The  appellants  thereupon  applied  to  the  court  below  for  ad- 
mififiion,  who  accordingly  admitted  them,  but  with  the  following 
explanation : 

Br  THE  CouBT. — SUTHERLAND,  X— It  seems  that  a  reversal 
of  the  orders  made  by  this  court  in  May  last,  denying  the  ap- 
plications of  these  young  gentlemen  (the  forniet*  a  law  student 
of  Columbia  College,  and  the  latter  of  the  ITniversity  of  New 
York)  for  admission  to  practise  as  attorneys  and  contisellors  of 
this  court,  nnder  specif  and  nscent  act»of  the  Legislature  of 
this  State,  has  been  procured  from  the  Court  of  Appeals. 

It  seems  that  the  clei*k  of  this  court,  without  any  order  of  thiff 
court,  made  a  return  to  the  Court  of  Appeals,  of  the  orders  and 
proeeedinga  in  the  matter  of  these  applications,  and  that  the 
Court  of  Appeals,  on  an  ex-pwrte  application  and  argumeilt, 
without  notice  to  the  attorney-general,  or  any  other  person, 
have  held  the  acts  of  the  Legislature  to  be  constitutional,,  re- 
versed the  orders  of  this  court,  and  directed  the  court  to  admit 
these  young  gentlemisn; 

When  the  justices  of  this  court  who  were  sitting  in  the  dourt 
(^Appeals  in  tfaas  mattor,  shall  have  p^ormed  the  high  duties 
which  the  Constitution  temporarily  consigned  to'  them  in  that 
court,  and  shall  have  retomed  to  their  own  cor^rt^t  we  shall,  no 
doubt,  be  informed  by  them  of  the  peculiar  jcircamstances  (if 
any)  which  may  have  ixlduced  this  (as  it  ap|>ears  to  us)  extraor- 
dinary proceeding  on  the  part  of  the  Court  of  Aj^als;  but  in. 
the  mean  tiyie,  to  prevent  even  the  appearance  of  a  want  of 
respect  for  law  and  order,  this  court  yields,  as  to  these  appli- 
cants, to  the  deeisioii  of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  at  the  same  time 
req^ectfolly,  bat  earnestly  protesting  against  it,  for  reasons,  and 
on  grounds  which  will  be  stated  more  at  large  hereafter,  and  on 
the  understanding  that  these  admissions  are  ndt  to  be  con- 
sidered as  at  all  condusiv^  as  to  future  applications  of  a  similar 
character. 

On  a  similar  applici^tion,  stkbsequently  made  on  behalf  of 
other  graduates  in  the*  second  district  (present,  Lorr,  Euorr, 
and  Browv,  JJ.),  this  protest  was  reviewed  upon  the  argu- 
ment; and  after  advisement,  the  court  unqualifiedly  granted 
the  application. 

yoi.XI^22 
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'      CLAPLm  a.  SANGER. 
Supreme  Caurt^  First  District;  Oeneral  Term^  F^yruary^  1860. 
CoimiasioK  of  J0doh]cnt.-^tatemknt  of  iHDEirrEDinias  ok 

iNoTB. 

A  stfttement  for  Judgment  by  confession,  thai  the  Indebtednefls  arote  on  a  promis- 
mrj  note  of  specified  date  and  amoant,  which  note  was  given  to  parties  named, 
for  goods  theretofore  bought  hj  defendant,  whidi  note  waa  indoned  by  the 
debtor,  and  came  into  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff  for  a  ndnable  oonsiderKtion-*- 
is  insuffident. 

There  is  no  distinction  in  respect  to  the  particularity  of  statement  required,  be> 
tween  the  case  of  a  confession  of  Judgment  to  the  oilginld  creditor,  and.that  of 
a  confession  to  a  subsequent  owner  of  the  demand. 

Appeal  from  an  order  setting  aside  a  judgment. 

Andrew  S.  Stone  and  pthers  recovered  in  this  court  on  the 
80th  day  of  Jannarj,  1858,  a  judgment  against  Rnfhs  Sanger 
(the  defendant  above  named)  for  $3,889,199  on  which  an  execa- 
tion  was  issued,  and  returned  unsatisfied.  Subsequently,  and 
on  May  26,  1859,  judgment  in  the  above-entitled  action  for 
$1,572.06,  was  entered  upon  a  confession  in  the  following  form: 

^'  A  promissory  note  (for  a  specified  date  and  amount),  whieh 
note  was  given  to  Loeschigh,  Wesendonck  &  Co.,  for  goods, 
wares,  and  merchandise  theretofore  purchased  of  Loeechigb, 
Wesendonck  &  Go.  by  the  defendant;  which  note  was  indoned 
by  the  debtor,  and  came  into  the  hands  of  the  plaintifb  for  a 
valuable  consideration." 

An  execution  was  issued  in  this  action  on  May  25, 1859,  and 
a  levy  made  thereupon ;  and  an  execution  in  the  case  of  Stone 
a.  Sanger  was  issued  on  May  26, 1859. 

A  motion  was  made  on  behalf  of  Stone,  &c.,  at  special  tenn, 
on  August  19, 1859,  before  Inorahak,  J.,  to  set  aside  the  exe- 
cution in  this  action,  and  the  levy  thereunder,  as  against  the 
execution  in  the  case  of  Stone  a.  Sanger,  on  the  ground  that 
the  statement  in  the  confession  was  insufficient,  whieh  motion 
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was  granted  (9  AnUy  214),  and  from  the  order  entered  on  that 
motion  thia  appeal  was  ti^en. 

/.  T.  WiUiams^  for  the  appellant-— I.  The  Code  reqnires 
(§  383,  aabd.  2)  that  the  affidavit  ^^  state  conoisdj  the  facts 
out  of  which  the  debt  arose,  and  show  that  the  snm  confessed 
therefor  is  jnstly  due." 

This  same  statute  requires  that  a  complaint  contain  "  a  plain 
and  concise  statement  of  facts  constituting  a  cause  of  action.'^ 

It  is  therefore  plain,  from  the  letter  of  the  statute,  tibat  what 
woald  be  sufficient  in  a  complaint,  would  also  be  sufficient  in  a 
confession. 

It  is  still  plainer,  that  from  the  spirit  of  the  statute,  the  reasoa 
of  it,  the  nature  of  the  evil  to  be  guarded  against,  the  danger 
of,  or  exposure  to  such  evil,  that  at  least  no  more  is  required 
in  a  confession  than  in  a  complaint,   . 

For  the  following  reasons : 

1.  The  affidavit  to  a  complaint  may  be  sworn  to  on  informa- 
tion and  belief,  by  a  party  who  knows  only  from  hearing. 

The  affidavit  to  the  confession  must  be  sworn  to  positively, 
and  of  a  party's  own  knowledge. 

2.  The  affidavit  to  a  complaint  is  sworn  to  by  a  party  who  is 
swearing  money  into  his  pocket. 

The  affidavit  to  a  confession  is  ^wom  to  by  a  party  who  is 
swearing  money  out  of  his  pocket. 

3.  If  parties  desire  to  commit  fraud,  and  procure  a  fraudu- 
lent judgment,  it  is  done  much  easier  by  a  complaint  than  by  a 
confession. 

In  the  following  respects : 

The  complaint  may  be  sworn  to  by  a  party  or  his  agent,  on 
information  and  belief ;  the  defendant  has  only  to  direct  an  at- 
torney to  offer  judgment  under  section  385,  and  a  judgment, 
unquestionably  valid,  is  entered  on  the  spot  This  is  a  speedier 
and  more  convenient  method,  and  since  the  decision  in  this 
case  at  special  term  is,  I  understand,  most  generally  adopted  by 
the  profession. 

IL  Compare  the  sworn  statement  in  the  present  case  with 
the  requirements  of  a  complaint  as  settled  in  the  case  of  Allen 
fl.  Patterson  (3  Sdd.j  476). 

nL  The  decision  of  the  special  term  in  this  case  entirely 
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n^ll]fies  the  poro virions. of  the  Goide  for  the  oonfenionB  of  jndg- 
ments.  It  wonld  not  be  possible  to  state  any.  thing. not  here 
stated.  It  will  be  observed  that  nearly  two  years  interrened 
betw^^:  the.  pmrebf(|se  of.  the  goodi  and  the  giving  of  the  note. 
If  the  deffendant  had  gone  iiktp  th^  store  of  I/oescHgh, .  We- 
sendonck  iS^.  Co^.on,  the  11th  day  of  S^ptemberi  1857,  and 
bought  a  quantity  of  goods,  and  the  amount  of  the^  hadbeen 
footed  up  npoa.Uie  alate^.or  loose  piece  <^  paper,  and  they  had 
amounted  tp  jimt^  the  sup),  of .  $1,^5*94,  .and  he  had  ^ven  his 
not^  at;  four  months  for  the  aamOi  wi  had  taken  the  goods  and 
carried*  them  away  to  his  own  store,  ai^d  sold  tbem,  aU  this 
wo.uld  have  been  in  due  course  of  business,  and  the  court  can- 
not presume  this  was  not  the  cajie ;  and  if^  on  tbei  25th  day  of 
j&fayy  .1959|  he:  had  beex^  called  on  to  confess /a  ja4gvneut  upon 
the  note  so  given,  is  there  one  singlei  fact  .that  could  throw  light 
upon  the  bona  fides  of  the  trat^sactipu  that  capt  reasonably  be 
presumed  to  be  within  his  memory,  that.  is. not  narrated  in 
this  confession  ? 

lY.  As  a.  matter  of .  authority,  Uie  decision :  df  the  special 
term  is  contrary  tp  law«  Ghappel  a,  Chappel  (2  JEmft.,  21p)  is 
the  full  extent  to  which  the  Court. of  A{9>eals  haye.  gpne. 
Moody  a.  Townsand>  a,  spedal-terni  decision  (3  AhboWf  Pr,^ 
875),  is  the  full  length  the  Supreme  Court  has:gpne«  The  former 
cflBO  is  in  nowise  in  point;  and  it  is  insisted  that  the  latter  does 
not  sustain  the  order  appealed  from  ia  this  case.  While  the 
d^oisiras  .holding  a  dijSereint  doctrine  than  that  contended  for  in 
this  aqtion,  are  Johnson  a.  Mt^Ausland,  .a.gpneral-term  decisioD 
of  this  district  (9  AhhotU^  Pr.y  214) ;  Manchester  a,  Preston  (U 
Sow.  Pr.f  21);  Delaware  a.  Ensign  (21  Barb.^  86);  Park  a, 
OhuKjh  «>  Sm.  Pt.^  381) ; ,  Schpolcraft  a.  Thonofwrn  (9  Ihy 
61);  Man»  a..Savagp.(7  /i,.449);  Whitney  a.  Kenyon  (7 /J., 
458);  .P|ost a. Oolema^.(9,/^.,  64);  ErelighflL  Brink  (18  iJ.,89). 

Jijihk  H.  McOunn^  for  the  respondents. — ^Iv.  The  statement  is 
clearly  insufficient  The  only  attempt  to  show  the  facts  out  of 
which  the  indebtedness  arose  is,  that  the  ''note  was  given  for 
goodsy  wares»  and  merchandise  theretofore  pnrchaaed  of  Loe- 
schigli,  Wesendonck  &  Co.  by  the  defendants."  There  is  no 
statement  of  what  kind  of  goods  were  purchased,  nor  at  what 
time  or  pricey,  npr  what  quantity;  nothing  from  which  the  ered- 
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itor  can  fonn  an  opinion  as  to  the  integrity '6f  the  debtor  iu 
confeefiing  the  j  ndgment. 

For  this  purpose  the  cotirts  have  nriiformly  required  the 
partieB  to  spread  upon  the  reeord  a  8pe(^ific  and  particular  state- 
ment of  the  facts  out  of  which  'the  indebtedness  arose.  (Chap- 
pel  a.  Chappel,  2  'Kem.^  215 ;  Moody  a.  Townseud,  3  AhhoUs* 
Pr^  876 ;  Davis  a.  Morris,  21  J?ar  J.,  153 ;  Winnebrenner  a.  Ed- 
gerton,  17  Eou).  Pr.,  868 ;  S.  'C,  8  AhhoM  Pr.,  419 ;  Steb- 
bins  a.  M.  E.  Church,  12  How.  Pr.y  410 ;  Lodkwood  a.  Finn, 
13  /}.,  418 ;  see  also  23  Bari.j  652 ;  Beekman  a.  Kirk,  15  ffow. 
Pf .,  228 ;  IVeligh  a.  Brink,  16  lb.,  272 ;  Dunham  a.  Water- 
man, 6  AbboM  Pt.y  337 ;  S.  C,  17  N.  F.,  9.) 

U.  The  same  degree  of  conciseness  and  particularity  is  re- 
quired in  a  statement  for  a  confession,  whether  the  plaintiffs  be 
third  parties  or  the  origmal  parties  to  the  indebtedness.  The 
statute  makes  no  distinction,  and  none  has  ever  been  recognized 
by  the  courts.  The  debtor,  not  the  creditor,  makes  the  state- 
ment, and  there  is  no  reason  why  he  (Should  not  make  it  as  full 
and  particular  in  the  one  case  as  in  the  other.  It  is  in  his 
power  so  to  do,  and  the  court  will  always  require  him  to  do  it, 
in  order  to  prevent  fraud;  justice  and  public  policy  require 
that  no  other  or  different  course  should  be  permitted.  {Codej 
§388.) 

The  CouW*  affirmed  the  order,  adopting  as  theirs  the  opinion 
of  Ingbauav,  J.,  rendered  at  special  term,  which  was  as  fol- 
lows: 

Inorahak,  J.— This  motion  is  made  by  a  judgment-creditor 
of  the  defendant  to  set  aside  the  judgment  in  this  case  for  a 
defect  in  the  statement  of  indebtedness.  The  judgment  Was 
entered  on  a  confession.  The  statement  of  the  indebtedness 
was  as  follows :  "  a  promissory  note  (for  a  specified  -date  and 
amount),  which  note  was  given  to  L.,  W.  &  Co.,  for  g^ods, 
wares,  and  merchandise  theretofore  purchased  of  L.,  W.  &  Co. 
by  the  defendant,  which  note  was  indorsed  by  the  debtor, 
and  came  into  the  hands  of  the  plaintifib  foi*  a  valuable  con- 
sideration." 


*  Present^  Lsonard,  Bomnnr,  and  SotoxBLAXD,  JJ. 
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The  objection  to  thiB  statement  is^  that  it  does  not  state  the 
facts  oat  of  which  the  indebtedness  arose.  In  all  the  cases  it 
is  conceded  that  the  object  of  the  statute  was,  to  compel  the 
debtor  to  disclose  so  much  of  the  transaction  out  of  which  the 
indebtedness  arose  as  to  enable  the  creditor  to  form  a  more 
accurate  opinion  as  to  the  integrity  of  the  debtor  in  confessing 
the  judgment;  and  for  this  purpose  to  compel  the  parties  to 
spread  on  the  record  a  particular  and  specific  statement  of  the 
facts  out  of  which  the  indebtedness  arose.  (Chappel  a,  Ghappel, 
2  Kem.j  216.) 

The  precise  question,  as  presented  in  this  case,  appears  to 
have  been  passed  upon,  bj  the  general  term  in  tbifi  dUtrict,  in 
Moodj  a.  Townsend  (3  Abbotts^  Pr.,  375).  Boosevelt,  J.,  in 
that  case  sajs:  ''A  general  allegation,  that  the  judgment  was 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered,"  is  not  a  compliance  with  the  re- 
quirements of  the  statute. 

In  Freligh  a.  Brink  (16  Raw.  Pr.,  ^72),  Bbown,  J.,  held  that 
a  statement  which  averred  the  indebtedness  to  arise  on  a  note 
for  $700,  that  amount  of  money  being  had  by  the  defendant  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  which  was  due,  was  insufficient.  In  StebbioB 
a.  Methodist  Episcopal  Church  (12  /2.,  410),  Smith,  J.,  held 
that  a  statement  of  indebtedness  for  money  lent  and  advanced 
by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  and  which  had  been  used  to 
pay  his  debts,  was  insufficient,  because  it  did  not  state  when 
the  money  was  lent,  in  what  sums,  and  at  what  times. 

In  Lockwood  a.  Finn  et  al.  (13  Haw.  Pr.y  418),  Rosekbaics,  J., 
held  that  a  statement  that  the  indebtedness  for  goods,  wares, 
and  merchandise  sold  and  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  de- 
fendant since  a  specified  date,  wad  insufficient,  because  it  did 
not  set  forth  what  kind  of  goods,  &o.,  were  sold,  nor  how 
much,  nor  at  what  time.  That  it  did  not  point  to  any  par- 
ticular transaction  to  which  other  creditors  could  direct  their 
inquiries. 

In  Beekman  a.  Eirk  (15  Saw.  JPr.,  228),  EUrrib,  X,  held 
that  a  statem^it  of  indebtedness,  in  a  judgment  recovered  on  a 
bond  given  for  money  borrowed  by  the  defendant,  was  defective 
for  want  of  disclosing  the  amount  of  the  loan  or  when  the  judg- 
ment was  recovered.    (See,  also,  17  Jf.  Y.y  9.) 

There  are  many  other  cases  which  might  be  cited,  of  a  simi- 
lar character,  but  the  above  are  amply  sufficient  to  show  that 
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the  views  entertained  by  the  judges  in  these  cases,  when  ap- 
plied to  the  present  case,  would  condemn  the  statement  as  in- 
sufficient and  defective.  I  will  onlj  add  one  more  made  by 
the  general  term  of  this  distifict.  In  Davis  a.  Morris  (21  JBarb,^ 
152),  MrrcHELL,  P.  J.,  held  a  statement  of  indebtedness,  to  be 
for  money  lent  and  advanced  at  divers  times  by  the  plaintiff  to 
the  defendant,  from  185S  to  date,  was  insufficient 

These  decisions,  two  of  which  are  by  the  general  term  of  this 
diBtrict,  are  controlling  upon  this  question,  notwithstanding 
there  are  some  few  cases  of  a  contrary  tenor,  by  the  judges  at 
special  term  in  other  districts,  such  as  Post  a.  Coleman  (9  Sow. 
Pr.,  64). 

The  plaintiffs  in  this  action  were  not  the  original  creditors  by 
whom  the  goods  were  sold,  and  it  was  suggested  that  less  par- 
ticularity was  required  from  them  than  would  be  from  the  pei^ 
sons  to  whom  the  debt  was  originally  due* 

Tliere  is  no  distinction  made  in  the  statute,  and  there  is  no 
good  reason  shown  for  making  any  such  distinction. 

The  statement  is  to  be  made  by  the  debtor  and  not  t&e  cred- 
itor, and  he  can  as  well  state  the  particulars  in  one  case  as  the 
other.  He  knows  the  particular  transaction  out  of  which  the 
indebtedness  arose,  and  he  can  state  it  as  easily  after  the  claim 
has  been  transferred  to  a  third  person,  as  he  could  before  the 
transfer. 

The  motion  to  set  aside  the  judgment,  as  to  the  creditor 
making  this  motion,  must  be  granted.     - 

SuTHKBLAND,  J.,  disseutiug^ — ^In  this  case  the  order  at  special 
term  should  be  reversed,  with  $10  costs  on  the  appeal  and  $10 
costs  of  opposing  the  motion  below  to  the  appellants. 

In  my  opinion  it  is  a  clear  case. 

The  statement  on  which  the  judgment  in  this  action  was  en- 
tered by  confession  was,  in  my  opinion,  abundantly  sufficient 

Order  affirmed. 
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BIGH  «.  SAiLQTOEB. 

New  ¥0k  Oomnkm  Pleas;  ^pedeil  Term^  Decemher,  1860. 

DidCHAHos. — MonoH  to  bet  abidb  Execution. 

^  An  obJecttoQ  to  the  vaii^ty  of  a  dischaTge  in  InsolveDCy,  whether  on  the  groimd 

of  want  of  }ariBdiotion  or  otberwiie,  cannotbe  raised  on  a  oollateral  motion— 
e,  ff.fin  oppodtion  to  the  debtor's  motion  to  set  aside  an  execution  qn  tlia 
grpnud  of  .his,dl39baige. 
The  proper  mode  of  testing  the  diechtnge  In  si^ch  case,  Is  to  sue  upon  the  judg- 
ment Instead  of  issuing  execution. 

Motion  to  set  aside  exeoution. 

Daly,  F.  J. — This  is  a  motion  to  set  afiide  an  exeontion  issued 
after  the  defendant  had  been  discharged  under  the  two^thirdsact 
The  motion  is  opposed  upon  the  gi*oond  that  no  notice  was  re- 
vived by  the  plaintiffs,  or  bj  either  of  them,  of  the  defendant's 
application  to  be  discharged.  The  fact  tbat  no  notiee  was  re- 
ceived by  the  plai»tiff  .wonld  not,  of  itself,  show  that  the  offieer 
acted  without  jurisdiction ;  but  independent  of  that,  an  objec- 
tion to  the  yalidity  of  the  diQchai^e,  either  npon*the  ground  of 
^  want  of  jurisdiction  or  for  any  of  the  caasee  apeeified  in  §40, 

^  Art.  ni.,  3  Rev.  Stat.  (98,  5  ed.),  could  not  be  determined  upon 

a  motion  like  this.  The  discharge  is  declared  by  statute  to  be 
concbmve  evidence  of  the  proceedings  and  facts  th^^ein  con- 
tained. In  §  19,  Art.  YII.,  3  Bev.  Stat.  (112, 6  ed.),  and  in  §  S7, 
Art.  III.,  3  Rev.  8tat,  (98,  5  ed.),  provision  is  made  for  pleading 
the  discharge  in  bar  of  any  action  brought  to  enforce  a  claim 
a£Eected  iby  ](t;  in  eonseqnence  of  whicdi  provisions  it  has  been 
held  repeatedly  that  the  question  of  the  validity  of  a  dischai^ 
cannot  be  inquired  into  upon  a  motion  or  trial  by  affidavits. 
(Reed  a.  Gordon,  1  Cow.^  50 ;  Reynolds  a.  Manning,  /ft.,  228 ; 
!C7oble  a.  Johnson,  9  Johns.,  259 ;  Cole  a.  Stafford,  1  CaLj  249 ; 
Taylor  a.  Williams,  20  Johns.,  21.)  K  the  plaintiffs  wished  to 
test  the  validity  of  the  discharge,  they  should  have  brought  an 
action  upon  their  judgment,  when,  upon  the  defendant's  plead- 


mHW  YORK:  846 


iA«krojrd  a  Ackr»yd. 


Ing  the  discharge  in  bar,  they  coBld  go  behind  it  and  show  that 
the  officer  had  not  acquired  juriadiction,  or  impeach  it 'for  any 
of  the  causes  which  would,  .und^r  the  statute,  make  it  YoiiL 
[u  this  proceeding  it  is  conclusire  and  the  motion  must  be 
granted. 


»i ■< — ■»  ■ » »»^ 


ACKROYD  «.  ACKROTD. 

Supreme  Court,  JFirst  'DUtrictf  SpeddL  Term,  JVovemher,  1860. 

Attachment. — ^AFFmAvrr  to  Cause  of  Actioi^, 


Under  lection  229  of  the  Code, — ^which  reqnirea,  as  a  fonndation  for  a  warrant  of 
attachment,  that  it  shall  appear  by  alBdavit  that  a  cause  of  action  exists 
against  the  defendant,  specifying  the  amount  of  the  ciaim  and  the  ground 
tlMr0Qf,—4C  the  aclian  is'for  on  aoconnt^ng,  and  the  complaint  shows  that  the 
piskitiff  js  .npable  to  state  the  amotmt  due  hipa,  his  afiSdayit  that  there  is  a  cer- 
tain sum  due  him,  is  not  enough  to  authorise  an  attachment. 

If  the  plaintiff  shows  that  he  does  not  and  cannot  know  whether  any  thing  is  doe 
htm,  his  staftement  of  bis  opiMon  asto^the  anfioimt,  is  not  enough. 

Motion  to  discbavge  an  attachmenJ;  against  the  property  of 
the  defendmt  as  a  nonriieeident  debtor. 

John  JS.  DweUn^  for  fjhe  .motion. 
William  FuUerton^  opposed. 

liEONAWy  J. — TIlis  action  was  commenced  in  1858,  and  was 
at  issue  on  complaint  and  answer  more  than  a  yeiur  before  the 
warrant  of  attachment  was  granted. 

The  motion  is  founded  on  the  pleadings,  as  well  as  on  the 
affidavit  of  the  plaintiff,  upon  which  the  attachment  was  grant- 
ed, and  also  the  affidavit  of  the  defendant. 

The  complaint  idleges  a  partnership  between  the  parties,  a 
dissolution  thereof,  an  assignment  of  the  plaintiff's  interest  to 
the  defendant,  and  the  defendant's  agreement  to  pay  the  part- 
nership liabilities^  &c.,  and  divide  the  surplus.  That  the  assets 
and  liabilides  were  large ;  that  there  is  a  large  surplus ;  that 
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the  defendant  has  used  the  aBsets  for  his  own  account,  and  has 
neglected  to  paj  a  large  debt  dae  from  the  firm,  althongh  s 
great  length  of  time,  has  elapsed ;  that  the  defendant  refases  to 
render  an j  account ;  that  there  is  a  large  sum  of  money  due 
from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  but  the  plaintiff  says  that 
he  is  unable  to  state  the  amount ;  and  demands  an  account,  and 
that  the  defendant  pay  upon  what  the  accounting  may  be 
found  due. 

The  summons  is  for  the  relief  demanded  in  the  complamt 

The  afSdavit  on  which  the  attachnient  was  granted,  states 
that  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident,  &c.,  and  after  setting  forth 
substantially  the  same  cause  of  action  as  is  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint, alleges  that  there  is  more  than  $25,000  due  to  the  plain- 
tiff from  the  defendant  A  supplementary  affidavit  states  the 
amount  due  to  the  plaintiff  at  $22,000. 

The  statement  of  these  sums  in  the  affidavit  is  quite  incon- 
sistent with  the  complaint,  wherein  the  plaintiff  admits  that  he 
is  unable  to  state  the  amount  which  is  due. 

I  apprehend  he  is  correct  in  his  statement  in  the  complaint 

It  is  impossible  for  the  plaintiff  to  state  the  sum  due  without 
an  accounting. 

The  sam  stated  by  the  plaintiff  is,  beyond  doubt,  his  belief  or 
opinion  as  to  the  amount.  The  grounds  of  his  cause  of  action, 
as  stated  by  himself,  afford  no  data  from  which  any  fixed,  or 
even  approximate  sum,  can  be  named  as  the  amount  due. 

An  arbitrary  statement  or  opinion  that  there  is  a  specific  sum 
due,  does  not  suffice.  The  facts  must  be  stated  which  will  shov 
that  a  cause  of  action  exists  against  the  defendant,  and  the 
amount  of  the  claim  must  be  specified,  and  the  grounds  thereof. 
{Oodej  §  229.) 

In  stating  the  grounds  of  his  claim,  the  plaintiff  herein  dis- 
closes that  he  does  not  know,  and  cannot  know,  whether  any 
thing  is,  in  fact,  due  to  him.  He  has  seen  no  statement  of  the 
condition  of  affairs ;  he  knows  not  what  debts  have  proved  bad, 
or  what  depreciation  of  assets  has  taken  place. 

The  mere  opinion  or  belief  of  the  plaintiff  is  not  sufficient  to 
warrant  the  granting  of  this  process. 

This  view  of  the  case  is  more  fully  confirmed  by  the  state- 
ments of  the  answer  and  the  affidavit  of  the  defendant,  on  which 
this  motion  is,  in  part,  founded. 
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The  question  here  raued  appears  to  be  novel,  and  if  the 
pUdntiflf  desires  to  take  this  motion  belpre  the  general  term  for 
review,  he  may  have  a  stay  of  proceedings  nntil  the  appeal  is 
decided. 

Hie  motion  is  granted^  with  $10  costs  of  the  motion  to  the 
defendant. 


^Uim: 


;WOOD  «..THE  MAYOR,  &o.,  OF  NEW  YOKK. 


ITew  York  Superior  Cowrt;  S^^eoid  Terti^  AufuH^  1860. 

MOKIOAOOB  AHD  Mo«IOA0]DB.*-EFnDOT  07  ABSBBSMBirr  SaLS. 

Where  mortgaged  premlaei  are  taken  bj  a  manldpal  corporatloii  for  a  public  im- 
pTOTement,  and  the  whole  damages  are  awarded  and  paid  to  the  mortgagor,  the 
proceedings  being  regnlar,  the  mortgagee  has  no  right  to  recover  against  the 
monidpal  corporation  the  amount  of  the  mortgage.  Either  the  mortgagee's 
xtghta  aa  to  the  land  are  cat  oif  hj  the  proceedings,  or  not ;  and  if  not,  the 
remedy  is  by  foredosofe. 

Dismissal  of  complaint 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  a  certain 
mortgage  on  two  lots  now  appropriated  as  a  portion  of  the  site 
for  the  new  reservoir.  The  plaintiff,  who  was  mortgagee,  had 
no  notice  of  the  proceedings,  by  which  the  lots  were  taken  into 
possession  by  the  city  except  by  publication.  The  commis- 
sioners appointed  by  the  Supreme  Court  to  appraise  the  lands, 
awarded  the  value  of  the  two  lots  to  the  owner  of  th6  fee,  with- 
out satisfying  the  mortgage— of  the  existence  of  which  they 
were  not  aware.  The  owner  of  the  fee  obtained  the  entire 
award  on  the  coming  in  of  the  report  of  the  coramisBioners,  and 
the  mortgagee  being  left  unprovided  for,  brought  this  action 
against  the  city  to  recover  the  value  of  her  interest  in  the  lots, 
for  which  her  recorded  mortgage  vouched. 

John  T.  Hoffman^  for  the  plaintiff. 
J9I  JET.  Andtrwi^  for  the  defendants. 


8*8  ABBOTTS'  PRACrnOE  REPORTS. 

WooDBtJFF,  J. — The  'fiftote  proved  in  this  case  show,  in  mj 
oj^inicm,  thttt  the  defendant,  or  rather  that  theCroton  Aqnednct 
(Board  ha^«  complied  do  all  ihinge  with  tiie  requiBeinents'Qf  the 
^*  act  to  facilitate  the  acquisition  of  lands  for  a  new  reservoir  in 
the  vityot  New  York,"  «nd  tlhat  >1iie  proeeedtngs  of  tthercom- 
missioners  also  conformed  to  that  act  If  so,  then  the  defend- 
ants acquired  the  title  to  the  lands  in  question,  and  were  only 
liable  to  pay  to  -Ae  persons  who,  by  the  report  of  the  com- 
missioners, duly  confirmed,  were  found  entitled  to  the  sums 
awarded  for  the  lands. 

nils  is  so,  unless  <he  act  itself  is  'nncdostitotitDOiil,  and  if  ihat 
could  be  maintained,  then  the  only  consequence  is,  that  the  de- 
fendants, or  penoBB  acting  "for  tiiem,  and  in  'Ibeir  4>dialf,  have 
committed  a  trespass  upon,  and  taken  possession  of  lands  whereof 
the  legaMifle-is  in  Maria  A.  Moore,  the  mortgagw^^btttoniilich 
die  plaintiff  holds  a  mortgage. 

T'or  this  the  mortgagee  cannot  maintain  an  action  again^  the 
defendants  to  recover  the  amount  of  her -mortgage  upon  any 
principle  wdth  wihich  I  ttm  aoquainted, 

So  if  Aie  Oro^n  Aqnednct  Board,  or  the  coimnisdenen  of 
assessments,  did  not  comply  in  all  things  Witli  tlie  provisions  of 
the  act,  one  of  two  consequences  result.  Either  the  subsequent 
confirmation  of  the  report  by  the  Supreme  Court  is  conclusive 
upon  the  defendants,  notwithstanding  suoh  omission,  or  the 
plaintiff  is  not  affected  by  the  proceedings,  and  then,  as  before, 
she  is  only  in  the  condition  of  a  mortgagee  claiming  to  recover 
the  amount  of  the  mortgage  from  a  person  who  (without  an- 
thority  as  against  her)  has  entered  upon  the  mortgaged  premiseSi 
while  in  the  mortgagor's  possession,  and  holds  the  possession 
claiming  title.  , 

Suppose  the  mortgagor  had  conveyed  the  lot  to  the  defend- 
ants, and  they  had  entered  under  the  title  so  acquired,  no  such 
action  as  the  present  would  lie  against  them. 

But  if,  in  supposing  tlie  defendant  concluded,  I  am  in  error, 
then  I  am  clear  that  she  has  mistaken  her  remedy.  If  her 
rights  are  cut  off  by  the  proceedings  in  the  question,  then 
she  is  in  the  same  situation  she  would  be  if  the  premises  had 
been  sold  for  assessments — a  situation  of  hardship  it  douhdees 
is.  But  if  her  rights  are  not  so  cut  off,  her  remedy  is  by  the 
foreclosure  of  her  mortgi^.    The  defefudants  hav^  acquired 
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the  title  of  mortgngor,  and  by  doing  thiS)  and  takiBg  poMeisum, 
tiiej  have  not  made  them^elvoB  liable. for  tbe  mortgage  debt. 
The  complaint. moat  be  diamiased^  with  cost&f 


:FL0YI)  €k  BLAEK. 
SifmneOauH^  Third  Dietrv^  1860. 

AtTAGHKEHT.-— A<7nOH  fob  THS  KsDOTXBY  Of  MoHXT. 


An  attacbmenty  as  a  ptoyitloiuil  remedy  xxxAet  the  Codb,  nuy  inne  as  well  in  ao- 
Uou  to  rooorer  damage*  for*  wioaga,  as  in  actions  of  contnetf  i^en  defendant 
Isnota  resident  of  theJ3tate»  or  haa  deip^rted  wltk  intent  to  nvoid  sec^oeiov 
keeps  himself  concealed  with  that  intent.  An  aetion  to  reooyer  damages  for  a 
wrong  is  deemed  an  action  fbr  the  recovery  of  money.  ^ 

Motion  to  Tacate  an  attachment 

l^is  was  an*  action  of  assault  and  battery.  Hie  defendant 
having  departed  or  being  concealed,  plaintiff  procured  an  at- 
tachment, as  a  proYisional  remedy  under  the  Code,  which  the 
defendant  now  moved  to  yacate. 

Wedey  Oleason^  for  the  motion. 
G.  JF.  JBatcieUer,  opposed. 

Jakes,  J. — It  is  conceded  that  this  action  is  to  recover  dam^ 
ages  for  an  assault,  and  battery.  It  was  conmi^eed  by  the 
issniDg  and  delivery  of  a  smnmons  for  service,  which  the  officer 


•  TUs  view  is  supported  hy  Ward  a.  Begg  (18  Barb,,  189) ;  and  Hemstien  a. 
Matfaewion  (6  Bow.  Pr.^  196) ;  bnt  the  contrary  was  held  in  Ooidon  a.  Galfey 
{AHk,  1).  Compare  •also  Ackroyd  a.  Ackioyd  {AniB,  846).  The  vruds,  *  Mn  an  ao^ 
tion  witmg  on  eoHtraet,  for  the  recovery  of  meney/'  which  occur  in  section  129  of 
the  Code,  relating  to  the  form  of  summons^  are  construed  to  mean  an  action  to 
recover  a  li<iuidated  demand  aiising  on  contract  (Tuttle  a.  Smith,  6  AnU,  829, 
sod  oaaes  there  cited. ) 
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was  unable  to  serve,  and  sttbseqoentlj,  npen  proof  bj  afBdavit 
that  the  defendant  had  departed  from  the  State  to  avoid  the 
service  of  said  summons,  or  k^t  himself  concealed  therein  with 
like  intent,  a  warrant  of  attachment  was  issued,  bj  virtue  of 
which  certain  property  of  the  defendant  was  seised,  and  is  held 
to  answer  such  judgment  as  may  be  obtained  against  him. 

The  Revised  Statutes  only  Ituthorized  attachments  against 
^^  absconding,  concealed,  and  non-resident  debtors,"  and  the 
seizure  of  their  real  and  peraonal  property  for  the  payment  of 
debts. 

.  The  warrant  of  attachment  given  by  the  Code  is  not  limited 
to  debtors,  nor  to  proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  debts.  It  is 
general  in  its  provisions,  and  to  be  in  harmony  with  the  gen- 
eral scope  and  purpose  of  the  Code,  must  be  held  as  extending 
to  all  actions  for  the  recovery  of  money. 

Under  the  Code  the  warrant  of  attachment  is  a  provisional 
remedy,  which  the  codifiers  in  their  report  declared  to  be  ^'  a 
remedy  applied  before  judgment,  witih  a  view  of  rendering  it 
effectual,  whatever  it  might  be,  and  to  be  applied  at  any  time 
during  the  progress  of  the  suit,  and  not  alone  at  the  commence- 
ment, as  required  by  the  Revised  Statutes."  And  it  was  held 
in  Houghton  a.  Ault  (16  Havo.  Pr.^  79 ;  S.  C,  8  Anie^  89,  noU\ 
that  '^  2lx(  attachment  under  the  Code  is  not  a  process  for  the 
commencement  of  an  action ;  it  is  an  order  in  the  action  for  the 
arrest  of  the  debtor's  property,  in  the  nature  of  bail,  for  the  pay- 
ment of  such  judgment  as  the  plaintiff  may  obtain." 

In  respect  to  the  actions  wherein  an  attachment  may  issue, 
the  Code  exhibits  a  wide  departure  from  the  provisions  of  the 
Revised  Statutes.  By  the  latter  the  attachment  is  given  onlj 
against  debtors,  while  the  Code  gives  it  in  all  actions  for  the 
recovery  of  money. 

By  the  Code,  all  forms  of  action  are  abolished ;  remedies  in 
the  courts  are  divided  into  actions  and  special  proceedings,  and 
an  action  is  declared  to  be  an  ordinary  proceeding  in  a  court  of 
justice.  It  then  declares  that  ^^  in  an  action  for  the  recovery  of 
money  against  a  corporation  created  by  or  under  the  laws  of 
any  other  State,  government,  or  country,  or  against  a  defendant 
who  is  not  a  resident  of  this  State,  or  against  a  defendant  who 
has  absconded  or  concealed  himself,  or  whenever  any  person  or 
corporation  is  about  to  remove  any  of  his  or  its  property  from 
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this  Stale,  or  has  aaei^ed,  dispoeed  of,  or  aecn^ted,  or  is  about 
to  aesign,  dispose  of,  or  secrete,  anj  of  bis  or  its  property,  with 
intent  to  defirand  creditors,  as  hereiaaftar  mentioned,  the  phian- 
tiff  at  the  time  *of  issuing  the  summotiSy  or  at  any  time  after- 
wards, may  have  the  property  of  such  defendant  or  corporation 
attached  in  the  manner  hereinafter  prescribed,  as  security 
for  the  satisfaction  of  such  judgment  as  the  plaintiff  may  re- 
cover" (§  237);  and  '^  the  warrant  may  be  issned  whenever  it 
shall  appear  by  affidavit  that  a  cause  of  action  exists  against 
such  defendant,  specifying  the  amount  of  the  claim  jand  the 
grounds  thereof,  and  that  the  defendant  is  either  a  foreign  cor- 
poration, or  not  a  resident  of  this  State,  or  has  departed  there- 
from with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  or  to  avoid  the  ser- 
vice oi  a  summons,  or  keeps  himself  conoealed  therein  with 
like  intent,  or,^'  &e.  (§  229.)  It  will  thus  be  seen  that  this 
warrant  is,  by  express  terms,  given  in  all  actions  for  the  recovery 
of  money,  and  is  nowhere  limited  to  actions  against  debtors,  or 
to  such  as  arise  on  contract  These  provisions  can  be  applied 
as  well  in  actions  of  tort  as  in  actions  of  contract,  and  with  as 
much  propriety  and  justice.  An  action  of  assault  and  battery 
is  as  much  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  money  as  an  action  for 
the  breach  of  a  contract,  and  the  amount  claimed,  and  the 
grounds  thereof,  can  as  well  be  stated  in  the  former  case,  and 
with  as  much  certainty  as  can  the  claim  for  unliquidated  dam- 
ages in  the  latter ;  and  if  in  an  action  of  slander,  or  assault  and 
battery,  the  defendant  be  a  non-resident  .of  the  State,  or  if  a 
resident,  he  has  departed  therefrom  with  the  intent  to  avoid 
the  service  of  a  summons,  or  keeps  himself  concealed  therein 
with  that  intent,  a  case  is  brought  within  the  very  letter  and 
spirit  of  the  Code,  which  authorizes  a  warrant  of  attach- 
ment 
The  poet  has  said : 

**  Who  steals  my  pone,  steals  Itash ;  'tis  mmMUhiog,  notfaiiig  | 
'Twas  mine,  'tis  hiB«  and  has  been  slav»  to  thousands ; 
But  he  that  filches  from  me  my  good  name,  ' 

Bobs  me  of  that,  which  not  enriches  him, 
And  makes  me  poor  Indeed." 

If  a  good  name  is  so  much  more  to  be  desired  than  richeSj 
why  should  not  the  law  afford  the  same  facilities  for  enforcing 
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a  jndgment  for  an  bmsuU  upon  character  dtttt  it^does  fbr  0^  aS' 
sault  npon  the  parse  f 

It  was  urged  that  in  tbe^  one  cMe  the  defendimt' nri^t  be 
arrefiited  and  held- to  bail,  while  he  codld  ni>t  in  the  o«ber:  It 
is  true  that  in  the  one  case  the  order  of  atrest' may  go  ford), 
but  it  is  not  always  effl^ctnal.  If  the  defendant  be  a  noB-resi* 
dent,  or  absent  from  the  fifote,  or  keeps  himself  oon^eMled  within 
it,  die  order  wonld  be  of  no  avail.  In  8ta6h  oasei  a  defendant 
with  large  property  within  the  State  might  set  a  plsfailiff  at 
deflanee^  and  through  the  instmmentalitj  of  agents,  remove  or 
dispose  of  his  pmperty  at  his  conveniefe^,  at  any  tfane  befbrs 
jndgment. 

I  am  therefore  of  the  opinion  that'  an  attachment,  aba  pro- 
visional  remedy,  may  issue  as^ well  in^actionB  of  tort  as' on  cen^ 
trnet,  whenever  it  is  miEule  to  appear  by  affidaWt  that  a  came  of 
action  erists  against  the  person  named  as  defendant,  spedfyiag 
Hie  amount  of  the<;laim,  the  grounds  thereof^  and  that  die  de- 
fendant is  not  a  residettb  of  the  State,  or  has  departed  from  the 
'State* to  avoid  the  service  of  a  rammon^,  or  ke^ipshimislf  d^n* 
cealed  therein  w4 A  that  intent.' 

Motion  denied. 


MATTER  OF  NELSON. 

mfiw  York  Com/Mm  PUob;  Special  Term^  Deeember^  1860. 

Assignment  fob  Benkftt  of  CEEDrroBs. — ^Power  of  Ooubt  to 

REQUIRE  AooouiirnNO. 

The  power  to  compel  an^MiigDee  for  the  b^efii  of  creditan  to  aoooimt  -Mid  f«T 
over  to  the  creditors  entitled  thereto,  the  moneys  and  properties  reallaed  from 
the  trust,  which  is  conferred  upon  the  courts  by  the  act  of  1860  (Xovt  ^1800, 
695),  is  intended  to  be  substantially  such  as  is  conferred  by  law  upon  B0^ 
rogates  respecting  the  estates  of  deceased  persons,,  with  the  proyiso,  howeter, 
that  the  same  shall  not  be  exercised  until  the  lapse  of  one  year  from  the  dut^ 
of  the  assignment.  • 

The  oourt  cannot  call  upoil  the  assignee  to  aoootmt  or  direct  him  ia  say  wsy  i^ 
tpoctlBg  the  distribntloD  of  the  tmst-fnad,  until  the  year  haa  expired. 
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U  mmt,  that  at  that  tlme»  if  he  hag  aot  closod  his  tniBt,  a  full  and  final  aooonat* 
isg  may  be  had,  in  which  the  rights  of  all  persons  concerned  may  be  as  fully 
determined  as  in  the  ordinary  equity  action  which  any  creditor  may  bring  to 
dose  up  an  aarfgned  estate  and  obtain  payment  of  the  portion  of  it  to  which 
he  is  entitled,  and  distiibatioa  may  be  then  directed  accordingly. 

Application  to  require  an  assignee  for  the  benefit  of  creditors 
to  render  an  account,  and  paj  accordingly,  under  the  act  of  1860. 

The  facts  are  folly  stated  in  the  opinion. 

F.  S.  Stalhnechi^  for  the  petitioner. 
T.  (7.  T.  BvJMeyy  assignee,  in  person. 

HiLTOF,  J. — ^From  the  petition  presented  in  this  matter,  it 
appeara  that  on  September  15, 186(>,  Nelson  &  Mandel  made  a 
general  assignment  to  Thomas  0.  T.  Bnlklej,  of  all  their  prop- 
erty, for  the  benefit  of  their  creditors,  preferring  with  others  the 
debt  alleged  to  be  owing  by  them  to  the  petitioner,  Adolphns 
G.  Mandel,  amonnting  to  $7,383.  It  also  appears  that  the  as^ 
signee,  before  entering  npon  his  duties,  dnly  executed  a  bond 
conditioned  for  their  faithful  performance,  and  approved  by  one 
of  the  judges  of  this  conrt  (see  Laws  of  1860,  595,  §  3),  in  the 
exereise  of  the  powers  vested  in  them  by  chapter  198,  of  Law9 
of  1854  (464,  §  6),  and  tmder  which  they  are  authorized  to 
perform  within  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  and  are 
vested  with,  all  the  powers  and  jurisdiction  then  or  thereafter 
to  be  conferred  upon  the  several  county  courts  in  this  State. 
(See  also  Lav>9  of  1821,  64;  Laws  of  1834,  ch.  119 ;  Laws  of 
1839,  ch.  116 ;  CtmsL  of  1846,  art.  14,  §  12.  Benard  a.  Har- 
gous,  3  Kem.^  259.    Law9  of  1847,  279,  330,  §  36.) 

The  assignee  having  realized  upwards  of  $3,000  in  cash,  we 
are  asked,  nnder  the  authority  thus  conferred  npon  us  by  the 
Law  of  1860,  entitled  ^An  act  to  insure  to  creditors  a  just 
division  of  the  estates  of  debtors  who  convey  to  assignees  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors,"  to  order  the  assignee  to  appear  and 
render  an  account  of  how  much  he  can  safely  pay  at  the  present 
time,  among  the  several  creditors  preferred  in  the  assignment. 

The  petition  having  been  served  on  the  assignee,  he  appeared! 
before  ns,  admitting  that  he  has  in  his  hands  the  amount  stated, 
and  which  he  is  willing  to  pay  over  to  snch  parties  as  the  court 
ihall  declare  entitled  to  it;  making  no  objection  whatever  to 
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the  application  bejond  Bubmitting  himself  to  the  protecting 
power  of  the  court. 

Had  there  been  anj  opposition  snggeeted  at  the  time  of  nulk- 
ing  the  application,  I  ijiould  not  for  a  moment  have  hesitated  in  its 
disposition;  bat,  nnder  the  circumstances,  I  have  considered  it 
advisable  to  examine  the  Law  of  1860  carefully,  for  the  purpose 
of  seeing  whether,  under  anj  possible  construction  of  its  pro- 
visions, a  proceeding  of  this  nature  can  be  entertained  by  us 
prior  to  the  expiration  of  one  year  from  the  date  of  the  assign- 
ment 

The  power  to  compel  the  assignee  to  account  and  pay  over  to 
the  creditors  entitled  thereto,  the  money  and  property  realized 
from  the  trust,  is  intended  to  be  substantially  such  as  is  confer- 
red by  law  upon  surrogates,  respecting  the  estates  of  deceased 
persons,  with  the  proviso,  however,  that  the  same  shall  not  be 
exercised  until  the  lapse  of  one  year  from  the  date  of  the  assign- 
ment (see  §§  3,  4,  5  of  the  act)  ;  and  unless  the  provision  in  sec- 
tion 4,  which  gives  to  the  county  judge  ^the  same  power  and 
jurisdiction  to  compel  such  accounting  as  is  now  possessed  bj 
surrogates  in  relation  to  the  estates  of  deceased  persons,"  be 
considered  in  terms  sufficiently  broad  and  comprehensive  to  in- 
clude within  it  the  power  conferred  by  3  Bevised  Statutes  (5  ed.), 
204,  section  18,  subdivision  1,  by  which,  upon  the  application 
of  a  creditor  of  a  person  deceased,  at  any  time  after  six  months 
shall  have  elapsed  from  the  granting  of  letters  testamentary,  or 
of  administration,  the  payment  of  the  whole,  or  any  proportional 
part  of  the  debt  owing  to  such  creditor  may  be  decreed ; — I  can 
conceive  of  no  case  wherein  we  may  call  upon  the  assignee  to 
account,  or  direct  him  in  any  way  respecting  the  distribution 
of  the  trust-fund,  imtil  the  year  has  expired.  At  that  time,  if 
he  has  not  closed  his  trust,  by  paying  over  and  distributing  to 
the  parties  legally  entitled,  we  may  proceed  in  a  summary  man- 
ner nnder  the  act  referred  to;  and  having  ascertained  the 
amount  collected,  and  the  debts  owing  to  the  several  creditors, 
may  direct  a  distribution  and  payment,  having  regard  to  any 
priorities  specified  in  the  assignment.  But  this  accounting 
will  not  be  alone  between  the  assignee  and  the  particular  cred- 
itor who  may  see  fit  to  apply  to  us  for  payment,  but  will  be  a 
general  and  final  accounting  up  to  the  time  of  its  being  made, 
between  the  assignee  and  all  the  creditors  in  any  way,  no  matter 
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how  remotely,  interested  in  the  trust-fund.  In  that  proceeding 
it  will  also  be  competent  for  a  creditor  to  impeach  the  claim  of 
any  other  creditor,  so  that  the  rights  of  the  assignee,  and  the 
ri^ts  of  all  persons  claiming  to  be  creditors  under  the  assign- 
ment, will  be  thus  as  fully  determined  as  in  the  ordinary  equity 
actions  which  any  creditor  may  bring  to  close  up  an  assigned 
estate,  and  obtain  payment  of  the  portion  of  it  to  which  he  may 
be  entitled. 

But  it  is  unnecessary  to  anticipate  our  future  action  under 
the  law,  as  it  is  clear  that  the  present  application  is  one  which 
cannot  be  entertained  at  this  early  day;  only  three  months 
having  elapsed  since  the  making  of  the  assignment  under  which 
the  applicant  claims. 


TOWNSEND  a.  BOGART. 
Ifew  York  Swpervor  Court  /  Oeneral  Term^  JFebruary^  1860. 

Abbest. — LiABiLrnr  of  Pabtnebs. 

In  an  action  in  the  nature  of  an  action  on  the  case  against  partnera,  for  obtaining 
goods  from  plaintiffii  by  fraud,  a  partner  who  did  not  participate  personally  in 
the  fraud,  is  Uable  to  arrest  as  well  as  those  who  did. 

If  the  affidayits  show  such  a  cause  of  action,  it  is  not  to  be  inferred  that  the  com- 
plaint will  not  state  a  cause  of  action  of  that  nature,  because  the  affidayitt 
aUege  that  the  action  is  brought  to  recoyer  the  price  of  goods  sold. 

Id  an  action  ag^nst  partners,  to  recoyer  a  debt  of  the  copartnership,  in  contract- 
ing which  some  of  the  partners  were  guilty  of  a  fraud,  all  the  partners  are 
liable  to  arrest*    Woodruit  and  Robbbtsoii,  JJ.,  dissented. 

What  facts  will  raise  a  presumption  that  a  partner  was  oogninnt  o(  and  aiont- 
ing  to  fraud  committed  by  his  copartners. 

Appeal  from  order  made  at  special  term,  denying  motion  to 
vacate  order  of  arrest 

This  action  was  brought  against  the  three  defendants,  Bogart, 
Jefferis  &*  Jackson,  to  recover  for  goods  obtained  from  the 

<*  Compare  Anonymous  (6  AnUj  819,  noU) ;  Hanoyer  Co.  a.  Sheldon  (9  A.,  240) ; 
Clailin  a.  Frank  (8  lb.,  412). 
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plaintifb  np€»  fravdulent  repreeentationB.  PlaintifEs  obUuned 
an  cNrder  of  arrest  npon  affidayits  whidi  alleged  that  the  ac- 
tion was  hroagfat  to  recover  the  price  of  certain  goods,  describ- 
ing them,  sold  and  delivered  b^  the  pkiatifBi  to  the  defendants 
on  a  daj  and  for  a  pice  specified,  the  priee  whereof  became^ 
hj  the  terms  of  sale,  payable  thirty  days  from  the  time  of  sale, 
bnt  that  defendants  had  not  paid  any  part  of  it ;  that  defend* 
ants  compose  the  firm  of  Bogart,  Jefferis  &  Co.,  and  have  be^ 
heretofore^  and  now  profess  to  be  engaged  in  the  anetion  bnsi- 
nees ;  that  Aey  occupied  a  spacious  store  on  Broadway,  and  by 
eonspiouoas  signs  invited  the  confidence  of  the  IneiMSs  com- 
mnnity. 

The  affidavit  then  set  forth  that  on  July  2^  1858,  drfendant 
Jefferis  came  to  plaintiffs'  store  and  asked  the  price  of  Pennsyl- 
vania Ejiitting  Company's  shirts  and  drawers;  that  he  repre- 
sented that  they  had  a  customer  who  would  buy  three  hundred 
dozen  of  such  goods.  The  plaintiffs  refused  to  sell  goods  to 
be  sold  by  defendants  at  anetion,.  and  Jefferie  assured  them  they 
did  not  wish  them  to  sell  at  auction,  but  had  a  customer  who 
stood  ready  to  take  them  at  a  price  namied.  Upon  tibo  faith  of 
these  representations  plaintiffs  sold  the  goods,  and  delivered 
them  to  defendants. 

When  the  bill  became  due  it  was  not  paid,  and  on  several 
successive  occasions  one  of  the  plaintrfls  called  at  defendants^ 
place  of  business,  and  on  each  occasion  Jefferis  promised  that 
they  woold  make  payment  in  a  short  time,  but  they  did  not  do 
sOw  *  On  one  of  these  occasions  Jefferis  b^ng  asked  whom  the 
goods  were  sold  to,  said  he  could  tell,  bnt  it  would  not  do 
any  good.  He  was  responsible,  but  was  not  known.  On  further 
inquiry  he  acknowledged  that  he  had  sent  the  goods  to  Balti- 
more, te  one  ^erly.  He  said  tihey  were  sold  on  credit,  and  he 
would  try  to  get  the  buyer's  note  for  plaintiffi.  TIpon  this 
promise  plaintiffs  gave  further  forbearance. 

This  promise  being  broken,  Jefferis  subsequently  promised  to 
pay  cash,  and  when  one  of  the  plaintiffs  accordingly  called  at 
defendants'  place  of  business,  when  he.  saw  both  Jefferis  and 
Jackson,  who  both  gave  him  to  understand  thaj;  they  had  beea 
disappointed  in  remittances,  and  Jackson  said  that  he  would , 
bring  the  money  to  the  plaintiffs'  store  on  a  specified  day,  and  if 
it  was  not  paid  by  that  time  they  would  take  means  to  coHeet, 
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adding  that  he  would  then  explain  why  it  was  not  paid  before. 
On  sabeeqnent  occasioiis  Jackson  assured  tbem  that  the  money 
was  perfectly  safe,  and  there  was  no  nefed  of  suing.  In  answer 
to  an  inquiry  whether  the  goods  which  he  had  said  were  sold  to 
Byerly,  of  Baltimore,  were  disposed  of,  Jackson  said  he  did  not 
know  whether  they  were  sold  outright  or  not,  or  whether  they 
could  be  got  back  or  not,  as  Jefferis  had  managed  the  matter 
pretty  much ;  and  he  then  called  Jefferis  in  to  answer.  In  an- 
swer to  the  inquiry  whether  plainti£b  could  get  the  goods  back, 
Jefferis  shook  his  head  without  saying  any  thing,  and  in  answer 
to  the  question  whether  they  were  sold  to  Byerly,  he  said  they 
were  partly  sold  and  partly  not.  In  answer  to  an  inquiry  as  to 
defendants'  solvency,  he  said  they  relied  upon  having  every 
cent  of  their  money.  He  said  he  could  eicplain  his  transaction 
if  he  chose,  but  it  would  do  no  good.  The  affidavit  also  alleged, 
on  information  and  belief,  that  the  goods  were  not  sold  to 
Byerly. 

The  affidavits  further  stated  a  very  similar  transaction  by  the 
defendants  with  the  house  of  Britton  &  Co.  at  about  the  same 
time,  in  which  transaction  Jefferis  and  Jackson  were  the 
actors. 

On  the  plaintiffs'  affidavits,  the  defendant  Bogart  moved  to 
vacate  the  order  of  arrest  as  against  himself. 

The  motion  was  denied  at  special  tam,  and  the  defendant 
appealed. 


Wm.  n.  ScoUy  for  the  appellant — ^L  The  affidavits  upon  which 
the  order  of  arrest  was  granted,  not  only  failed  to  show  a  cause 
of  arrest,  but  do  not  even  make  out  a  cause  of  action  against 
the  defendant  Bogart.  1.  The  only  cause  of  action  set  forth  in 
the  affidavits  is  one  against  the  firm  of  Bogart,  Jeffisris  &  Co., 
on  an  alleged  purchase  of  goods  by  the  firm.  2.  No  personal 
participation  by  the  defendant  Bogart  in  the  purchase  in  quesp- 
tion  ifl  alleged  in  the  affidavits ;  on  the  contrary,  his  individual 
name  is  not  mentioned  in  the  affidavits  in  connection,  either 
with  the  purchase  or  with  any  of  the  subsequent  matters  alleged 
therein.  3.  The  only  ground,  therefore,  upon  which  the  de- 
fendant Bogart  can  be  held  liable,  in  any  manner,  upon  the 
purchase  in  question,  is  that  of  direct  and  expressed,  or  implied 
and  contractive  authority  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  Jef- 
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fens  and  Jackson,  to  bring  him  thereby.  4.  There  is  nothing 
in  the  afSdavits  showing  that  Bogart  in  any  manner  expressly 
anthorized,  or  was  even  cognizant  of,  the  purchase  at  the  time 
it  was  made,  or  at  any  time  after.  5.  Nor  is  any  constractire 
authority  on  his  part  shown  as  to  the  purchase  by  the  allegation 
as  to  partnership.  The  partnership  alleged  was  for  the  prose- 
cution of  the  ^^  auction"  business.  The  legitimate  scope  and 
object  of  the  auction  business  is  to  sell  for  others,  and  not  to  pur- 
chase on  individual  account  The  action  being  against  the  de- 
fendants upon  a  firm,  and  not  an  individual,  purchase ;  and  the 
only  ground  upon  which  the  defendant  Bogart  can  be  held  lia- 
ble, being  that  of  constructive  or  partnership  authorization 
thereof,  it  must  appear  affirmatively  by  the  affidavits,  that  the 
purchase  was  within  the  legitimate  scope  and  object  of  the 
firm-business.  Instead  of  which  it  not  only  appears  that  the 
purchase  was  not  within  the  scope  of  the  business  of  the  firm, 
but  that  the  plaintiffs  were  fully  cognizant  of  th^^  nature  of  that 
business. 

II.  But  conceding  that  the  affidavits  disclose  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion, they  still  fail  to  show  a  cause  of  arrest  against  the  defend- 
ant Bogart  1.  The  arrest  being  founded,  not  upon  the  mere 
liability  upon  the  purchase,  but  upon  the  fraudulent  repreeen- 
tations  alleged  in  the  affidavit,  the  defendant  Bogart  was  not 
liable  to  arrest,  even  admitting  that  he  participated  in,  and  was 
bound  by  the  purchase  >as  a  partner,  if  he  did  not  also  partici- 
pate either  directly  or  by  adoption  in  the  fraud  of  his  copart- 
ners. 2.  There  is  nothing  in  the  affidavits  showing  that 
Bogart,  even  conceding  his  knowledge  of  the  purchase,  either 
made,  or  authorized,  or  was  cognizant  of  a  single  one  of  the 
representations  alleged  in  the  affidavits;  on  the  contrary, his 
name  is  not  even  mentioned  in  the  affidavits  in  connection  with 
any  part  of  the  transaction.  3.  Kor  can  Bogart  be  held  a  con- 
structive, if  not  an  actual  participant  in  the  fraud  by  virtue  of 
the  partnership  merely,  there  being  no  implied  authority  on  the 
part  of  a  partner  or  other  agent  to  commit  a  fraud  on  behalf  of 
his  partner  or  principal,  or  to  bind  such  partner  or  principal 
in  any  manner  thereby.  4.  Kor  was  section  179  of  the  Code 
intended  to  apply  to  constructive  as  contra-distinguished  from 
actual  fraud.  6.  There  is  nothing  in  the  affidavits  showing  that 
Bogart  ever  adopted  the  fraud  of  Jefferis  and  Jackson  in  an/ 
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way  or  shape.  There  is  nothing  in  the  affidavits  showing  that 
Bogart  knew  of  the  fraud  practised  upon  the  plaintiffs  by  the 
defendants  Jefferis  and  Jackson;  or  even  of  the  purchase. 
Nor  would  adoption  of  the  fraud  follow  from  a  knowledge  of 
the  purchase,  unless  accompanied  by  a  knowledge  of  the  fraud. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  affidavits  showing  that  the  defendants 
as  a  firm,  or  that  Bogart  as  a  member  of  the  firm,  or  otherwise, 
ever  received  the  goods  themselves,  or  the  proceeds  thereof,  or 
any  benefit  therefrom. 

John  J.  Townsendj  for  the  respondents. — ^I.  The  appellant 
admits  the  truth  of  all  the  allegations  upon  which  the  order  of 
arrest  was  granted. 

IL  The  papers  clearly  show  that  the  defendants  were  guilty 
of  a  fraud  in  contracting  the  debt,  for  the  recovery  of  which 
this  action  is  brought.  It  cannot  be  necessary  for  the  respond- 
ent to  establish  that  each  one  of  the  three  confederates  partici- 
pated actively  in  each  one  of  the  numerous  incidents  which 
characterize  this  fraudulent  transaction.  It  is  evident  from  the 
whole  case,  that  the  defendants  purchased  these  goods  with  the 
preconceived  design  not  to  pay  for  them.  They  used  an  arti- 
fice to  deceive  and  entrap  the  plaintiffs.  They  were  not  merely 
insolvent,  they  had  no  means  whatever,  or  any  expectation  of 
any.  They  shipped  the  merchandise  immediately  to  Baltimore, 
and  sold  or  pledged  it  for  half  its  value.  They  imposed  upon 
the  plaintiffs  and  the  community  by  the  magnificence  of  their 
exterior  and  interior  at  157  Broadway.  The  same  fraudulent 
practices  they  resorted  to  with  Messrs.  Britton  &  Co.  See  the 
affidavits.    (Hall  a.  Naylor,  18  JT.  T.y  688.) 

By  thb  Coubt.* — ^Boswobth,  Ch.  J. — These  goods  were  sold 
to  the  defendants  and  delivered  to  them,  and  the  firm  has  dis- 
posed of  them.  As  they  were  obtained  by  fraud,  an  action  of 
trover,  or  an  action  on  the  case  for  the  deceit  and  fraud,  will  lie 
against  all,  although  Bogart,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  was  ignorant 
of  the  fraud.  (Hawkins  a,  Appleby,  2  Sandf.y  421-429; 
Locke  a.  Steams,  1  Mete,  ijlfass.)^  560.) 


*  PrtMat)  BoswoiXB,  Gh.  J.,  and  HorncAir,  WooDacrrr,  MoNoaisr,  and  Bobbbt- 
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Cary  a.  Hotailing  (1  HiU^  311)  is  an  authority  that  trorer 
will  lie  for  the  valae  of  the  goods  on  such  a  state  of  facts  as  the 
evidence  establishes. 

Affidavits  establishing  such  a  cause  of  action,  of  themselveB 
authorize  an  order  to  arrest  and  hold  to  baiL  {Code^  %  179| 
subd.  1.) 

8uch  a  rule  as  applied  to  the  partner  not  guilty  of  actmd 
fraud,  is  no  more  severe  than  the  one  in  force  prior  to  the  Code. 
In  an  action  of  trover  a  defendant  was  held  to  bail  as  a  matter 
of  course,  without  any  order  of  the  court  or  of  a  judge  author- 
izing it    (2  Reo.  Stat.j  3  ed.,  48,  §  8,  subd.  4.) 

I  do  not  think  that  the  allegation  in  Yale's  affidavit,  that 
this  action  is  brought  to  recover  the  price  of  goods  sold,  josti- 
fies  the  inference  that  the  plaintiffs'  complaint  does  or  will  state 
merely  a  contract  of  sale,  a  delivery,  expiration  of  the  term  of 
credit,  and  non-payment  of  the  price ;  even  if  it  be  assumed,  or 
would  be  true,  that  in  an  action  in  that  form,  Bogart  could  uot 
be  held  to  bail  for  a  debt  fraudulently  contracted  by  his  part^ 
ners,  he  not  being  a  party  to  the  fraud. 
^  These  affidavits  detail  the  whole  transaction,  and  I  find 
nothing  in  the  allegations  referred  to  inconsistent  with  a  pa^ 
pose  to  declare  in  such  form  of  action  as  will  secure  the  right 
to  hold  all  the  defendants  to  bail.  Keither  the  contents  of  the 
summons  nor  those  of  the  complaint  are  stated ;  the  affidavits 
show  that  the  price  agreed  to  be  paid  is  the  sum  sought  to  be 
recovered. 

But  I  think  the  affidavits  should  be  liberally  construed  in 
this  respect  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  as  they  state  facts  enough 
to  establish  a  cause  of  action  which  of  itself  gives  a  right  to 
hold  to  bail ;  and  as  it  does  not  appear  that  the  plaintiffs  have 
not  stated  or  will  not  state  such  a  cause  of  action  in  their  com- 
plaint, nor  that  they  are  precluded  by  the  form  of  their  sum- 
mons from  doing  so. 

But  I  am  not  satisfied  that  the  defendant  Bogart  cannot 
rightly  be  held  to  bail  under  subdivision  4  of  section  179 
of  the  Code. 

I  think  all  the  defendants  were  guilty  of  a  fraud,  within  the 
meaning  of  that  section,  in  contracting  the  present  obligation. 

It  is  well  settled  that  the  fraud  of  one  member  of  a  firm  in 
obtaining  goods  which  have  gone  to  the  firm's  use,  is,  in  judg- 
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me&t  of  law,  the  fraud  of  all,  in  such  sense  that  an  action  will 
lie  against  all  of  them  for  it,  and  that  all  are  liable  for  the  dam- 
ages caused  by  it. 

Bogart,  as  well  as  his  copartners,  contracted  the  debt ;  and 
he,  as  well  as  the  others,  was  gnilty  of  a  fraud  in  contracting  it, 
for  the  pnrpose  of  every  civil  remedy  to  obtain  redress  for  such 
frand  (unless  ha  be  entitled  to  exemption  from  being  held  to 
bail  for  it).  In  the  nature  of  things,  he  can  claim  no  other 
exemption,  and  the  question  is,  Is  that  secured  to  him  by  the 
Codel 

I  ca&not  understand  how  it  is  that,  on  the  same  state  of  facts, 
liie  judgment  of  law  is,  that  in  an  action  based  solely  on  the 
fraud,  and  to  recover  the  damages  caused  by  it,  it  is  his  fraud ; 
but  so  far  as  his  liability  to  be  held  to  bail  is  concerned,  he  is 
guiltless  of  all  fraud,  and  has  neither  committed  nor  assented  to 
it  The  Code  does  not,  in  terms  nor  by  any  fair  intendment, 
make  any  such  distinction. 

I  think  the  language,  ^^  when  the  defendant  has  been  guilty 
of  a  fraud,"  must  be  deemed  to  have  been  used  in  subd.  4,  §  179, 
to  designate  and  include  ail  those  who,  by  settled  law  upon  a 
given  state  of  facts  as  to  the  contracting  of  debt,  are  the  per* 
sons  contracting  it,  and  who  also  have  been  guilty  of  fraud  in 
eootracting  it 

It  is  under  this  rule  of  construction  that  it  has  been  held  that 
a  defendant  in  an  action  of  crim.  oan^y  or  for  seduction,  may  be 
held  to  bail  at  the  suit  of  the  husband  or  father,  as  one  who  has 
done  an  injury  ^^  to  the  person"  of  the  plaintiff.  {Cod4j  §  179, 
subdL  1 ;  4  Bow.  Fr.,  284;  3  Code^  9.) 

So  long  as  the  law  imputes  the  fraud  to  him,  and  for  the  pur- 
poses oi  the  civil  remedy  of  the  party  defrauded  declares  it  to 
be  his  fraud,  I  think  he  is  as  liable  to  be  arrested  and  held  to 
bail  as  if  he  had  committed  it  in  intent  and  in  fact.  This  con- 
clusion finds  some  analogy  in  the  rule,  that  although  an  infant 
is  not  liable  upon  his  contracts,  yet  an  action  for  assumpsit  will 
lie  against  him  for  money  embezzled,  as  the  court,  in  further- 
ance of  justice,  will  look  through  the  form  of  the  action  to  the 
tortious  nature  of  the  transaction.  (1  Hfp.,  172 ;  3  Pfesi.,  492 ; 
5  HUl,  891.) 

On  another  view,  I  think  he  may  rightly  be  held  to  bail  under 
Bubdivision  4.    I  think  these  affidavits  show  enough  to  justify 
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the  inference,  that  he  knew  a  fraud  had  been  committed,  and 
assefited  to  it. 

The  affidavit  of  Britton  shows  that  the  goods  bought  of  his 
firm  were  sent  to  the  defendants'  store,  part  on  the  27th,  and 
the  rest  on  the  28th  of  July ;  they  were  bought  for  cash,  to  be 
paid  on  delivery  of  the  goods,  and  that  a  bill  for  the  price  was 
sent  with  them,  headed,  in  writing,  ^'  prompt  cash ;"  Uiat  these 
goods  were  sent  to  Baltimore  by  the  defendants  immediately, 
and  an  advance  of  $2,000  obtained  on  them. 

The  purchase  of  the  plaintiffs  was  made,  and  the  goods  were 
delivered,  on  the  2d  July,  25  days  prior  to  the  purchase  from 
the  Brittons.  I  think  the  inference  a  just  one,  that  Bogart, 
being  a  partner,  and  nominally,  the  actual  head  of  the  firm, 
knew  that  these  purchases  had  been  made,  and  that  the  goods 
had  been  disposed  of  by  the  firm ;  that  they  had  not  been  paid 
for,  and  that  the  firm  had  no  means  with  which  to  pay  for 
them,  and  could  have  had  no  intention  of  paying  for  them  at 
the  time  they  were  bought. 

It  requires  great  credulity  to  believe  that  he  was  ignorant  of 
the  repeated  applications  for  payment  made  at  the  store  through 
a  period  of  six  weeks,  and  did  not  learn,  if  he  did  not  know 
when  the  goods  were  bought,  that  they  were  procured  by  fraud. 

And  I  think  it  a  just  conclusion,  from  tlie  affidavits  respect- 
ing the  nature  of  the  business  which  the  defendants  professed 
to  transact,  and  that  during  this  period  they  were  not  visibly 
doing  any  business  in  that  line,  that  he  was  aware  of  and  was 
expecting  gains  from  the  fraudulent  operations  in  which  all  the 
other  partners  are  shown  to  have  been  actively  engaged. 
Jackson  and  Jefferis  were  both  asked  on  the  20th  of  September, 
if  the  plaintiffs  could  not  in  some  way  get  tlie  goods  back. 
Jackson  referred  to  Jefferis  to  give  the  answer,  and  Jefieris 
^^  shook  his  head  without  saying  any  thing."  He  was  then  asked 
if  the  goods  were  sold,  to  Byerly.  He  said,  "  Yes,  partly  so  and 
partly  not."  This  is  some  evidence  of  a  demand  of  the  goods 
and  of  a  refusal  to  restore  them.  Tlie  effect  of  that  is  not 
doubtful.    (Holbrook  a.  Wright,  24  Wend.,  178.) 

Bogart  does  not  choose  to  make  any  affidavit,  or  attempt  to 
repel  any  one  inference  which  would  naturally  be  drawn  from 
the  character  of  these  transactions  and  the  fact  of  his  being  the 
head  of  the  firm. 
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Under  any  view  Buggeeted,  I  think  the  defendant  Bogart  was 
lightly  held  to  bail. 

The  fancied  severity  of  such  a  role  will  find  a  perfect  analogy 
in  many  other  cases. 

Common  carriers  are  liable  in  an  action  for  an  injury  to  the 
pereons  of  individuals  who  may  be  injured  by  the  negligence  of 
their  servants.  (Bostwick  a.  Champion,  11  Wend.f  571 ;  18 
A,  175 ;  Cotter  a.  Bettner,  1  Bosw.^  490.) 

Li  Buch  an  action  the  defendant  may  be  held  to  bail  by 
1 179  of  the  Code. 

Whether  the  negligence  was  that  of  one  of  the  parties  only, 
oris  that  of  a  servant  hired  and  paid  by  one  partner  only, 
as  in  Bostwick  a.  Champion,  all  the  partners  may  be  held  to 
bail,  although  in  the  one  case  one  partner  alone  did  the  wrong; 
and  in  the  other,  neither  actually  did  it  or  assented  to  it.  They, 
as  well  as  the  parties  actually  guUtyj  are  held  to  bail,  because  in 
law  they  are  all  guilty  of  the  wrong,  on  the  same  principle  and 
in  the  same  sense  that  in  the  present  case  are  all  guilty  of  the 
fraud  practised  on  the  plaintiffs. 

I  think  the  order  should  be  affirmed. 

MoNCKiEF,  J. — In  my  opinion  the  arrest  can  be  sustained  on 
the  affidavits,  as  establishing  a  case  of  trover  and  conversion, 
and  that  the  complaint  thus  formed  would  be  consistent  with 
the  affidavits. 

Moreover,  a  case  is  presumptively  made  out  of  adoption, 
acquiescence,  and  participation  in  tibe  fruits  of  the  fraud.  I 
think  a  partnership  raises  of  itself  such  a  presumption,  and  the 
facts  here  stated  strengthen  such  presumption. 

Hence,  without  saying  that  a  copartner  may  not  be  free 
from  liability  to  arrest  in  a  plain  case  of  entire  innocence,  and 
attempt  or  disposition  to  redress  the  fraud,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  arrest  should  in  this  case  be  sustained  and  the  order 
affirmed. 

Woodruff,  J.,  disenting. — The  affidavits  upon  which  the  order 
to  arrest  the  defendants  in  this  action  was  founded,  state  that ''  the 
defendants  compose  the  firm  of  Bogart,  Jefferis  &  Co.,  and  have 
been  heretofore,  and  now  profess  to  be  engaged  in  the  auction 
basiness  in  the  city  of  New  York ;"  that  goods  were  purchased 
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from  the  plaindfffl  bj  the  defendant  Jefferis  in  the  name  of  the 
firm  of  Bogart,  Jefferis  &  Co.,  and  professedly  for  their  benefit^ 
that  purchase  is  shown  to  have  been  made  hj  gtom  misrepre- 
sentatioDS,  and  a  most  aggravated  fraud  in  procnring  the  goods 
18  shown  to  hsve  been  perpetrated  by  Jefferis;  and  enough  is 
fihown  to  indicate  very  dearly  that  the  defi^daot  Jackson  was 
a  party  to  the  framd,  and  was  active  in  the  endeavor,  by  re- 
peated false  representations,  to  quiet  the  apprehensions  of  the 
plaintiffs,  induce  the  belief  that  the  goods  would  be  paid  for, 
and  so  prevent  their  resort  to  legal  measures  for  redress. 

An  order  of  arrest  having  been  obtained  against  all  of  the  de- 
fendants, the  defendant  Bogart  moves  to  discharge  that  order 
fio  fkr  as  it  relates  to  himself,  on  the  ground  that  it  does  not 
i^pear  that  he  has  been  guilty  of  any  fraud,  or  that  he  is  liable 
to  arrest  in  this  action  for  the  fraud  of  Jefferis  and  Jackson. 

It  ia  clear  that  when  goods  are  purchased  for,  and  come  to 
the  use  of  a  copartnership  by  means  of  the  fraud  of  one  of  the 
partners,  no  title  to  the  goods  is  acquired  thereby,  and  trover 
may  be  brought  for  the  conversion  thereof,  or  the  goods  may  be 
replevied.  Or  an  action  on  die  case  will  lie  for  the  deceit  prac- 
tised by  one  of  the  partners  to  obtain  the  goods. 

If  the  goods  are  in  the  possession  of  the  firm,  or  if  they  have 
been  converted  to  the  use  of  the  firm,  the  action  of  trover  will 
lie  against  all  of  the  partners. 

And  even  if  no  benefit  has  been  derived  by  the  firm,  or  hj 
the  innocent  partners,  from  tlie  fraud,  still,  if  the  fraud  was 
committed  by  the  others  while  acting  within  the  scope  of  the 
copartnership  business,  it  has  been  held  that  all  are  liable  for 
the  damages  sustained  thereby,  even  though  some  were  ignorant 
of  the  fraud. 

The  principle  upon  which  this  rests  is  stated  in  Hawkins  a. 
Appleby  (2  Sandf.^  428)  to  be,  that  by  forming  tho  eonnectioD, 
partners  pledge  themselves  for  the  good  faith  of  each*  other,  and 
impliedly  agree  to  be  responsible  for  what  they  shall  respec- 
tively do  within  the  scope  of  their  copartnership  business.  (See 
the  cases  there  cited,  and  Collyer  an  Part.,  book  3,  ch.  1,  §5 ;  Per- 
hMs  ed.,  401-4ia,  §§445--45« ;  Cary  a.  Hotailing,  1  BiU,  313) 

And  the  principle  is  supposed  to  be  the  same  as  that  which 
holds  all  the  partners  liable  for  the  negligence  of  one  in 
the  conduct  of  the  copartnership  business.  (Bostwick  a.  Cham- 
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pion,  11  Wmd^  571 ;  18  Ih.y  175 ;  Cotter  a.  Bettner,  1  JBomo.j 
^90 ;  Moreton  a.  Hardem,  iJBam.  dk  Or^  223 ;  luid  see  also  15 
Mm.,  75,  331.) 

Bat  to  maintain  trover  against  all  the  partners  for  goods 
fraudulently  purchased,  or  an  action  on  the  case  for  the  deceit, 
it  most  appear  that  the  goods  came  to  the  possessioa  and  use  of 
the  copartnership,  or  that  the  purchase  wafr  witkm  the  scope  of 
the  copartnership  business,  or  that  the  act  of  fraud  bj  which 
the  damages  complained  of  were  caused,  was  within  the  power 
and  authority  conferred  upon  the  fraudulent  partner,  eithtt 
express  or  implied  from  the  nature  of  the  cc^artUfOrship.  This 
will  be  found  to  lie  at  the  foundation  of  all  the  eases  which 
hold  one  partner  liable  for  the  fraud  of  the  other. 

If  the  j:Lnt  action  w«  au  «.tion  of  trover  for  (l.e  ,rong. 
fal  conversion  of  the  plaintiffs'  goods^  or  was  an  action  on  the 
case  for  the  deceit  practised  by  the  defendant  Jefferis,  the  jn-o- 
priety  of  the  order  to  arrest  all  of  the  defendants  would  depend 
on  the  single  question,  whether  the  plaintiffs  have  shown  that  • 
such  action  can  be  maintained  against  them  all.  Showing  such 
cause  of  action,  shows  at  the  same  time  a  right  to  have  the 
defendants  arrested  in  the  action  founded  thereon,  {flod^,  %  179, 
subds.  1,  4.) 

But  the  plaintiffs'  affidavit  states  distinctly  that  this  is  an  ac- 
tion'*' brought  to  recover  the  price  of  300  dozen  knit  shirts  and 
drawers,  sold  and  delivered  by  the  plaintif5»  to  the  defendants." 

It  is,  therefore,  not  an  action  of  trover  foe  the  wrongful  con** 
version  of  the  plaintiffs'  goods. 

It  is  not  an  action  on  the  case  for  false  representations,  fraud, 
or  deceit,  to  recover  the  damages  sustained  thereby. 

It  is  not  an  action  of  tort  in  any  form  or  by  any  name,  unlesa 
we  are  to  assume  tiiat  the  affidavits  are  founded  in  mistake,  and 
do  not  tmly  represent  in  legal  terms  the  nature  of  the  remedy 
the  plainti&  arepnrsuing* 

But  it  is  an  action  affirming  the  sale  of  the  goods  as  a  valid 
Bale.  It  seeks  to  recover  the  price  as  a  debt  due  by  the  de» 
fendants  to  the  plaintiffs  upon  and  for  such  sale. 

That  the  defendanta  axe  all  liable  upon  a  contract  of  sale 
made  in  the  name  of  all,  and  for  goods  delivered  to  all,  is  not 
questionable. 

And  if  it  be  true  in  fact,  as  is  somewhat  loosely  and  generally 
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stated  in  the  afiSdavit,  that  the  goods  were  ^^  delivered  to  the 
defendants,"  they  maj  be  all  liable  for  the  price,  whether  the 
purchase  was  within  the  scope  of  the  copartnership  busineu 
or  not 

The  same  principles  which  wonld  make  them  liable  in  troyer, 
where  trover  would  lie  against  all,  or  in  an  action  for  the 
deceit  when  that  could  be  sustained  against  all,  would,  afar^ 
tiariy  establish  their  liability  for  the  debt. 

But  establishing  a  joint  liability  for  the  debt,  does  not, ^mt  m, 
entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  hold  the  defendants  to  baiL  In  an  ac* 
tion  of  trover,  or  an  action  on  the  case  for  deceit,  it  is  enough 
to  show  a  cause  of  action  against  all,  and  the  right  to  hold  to 
bail  follows  of  course ;  but  here  proving  the  debt  only  shows 
a  joint  liability  to  such  consequences  as  flow  from  Uie  recovery 
of  a  judgment  for  money  due  on  a  contract,  and  these  do  not 
include  a  liability  to  arrest  Something  more — some  extrinsic 
facts,  not  appearing  by  the  record — ^must  be  shown. 

Bogart  may  therefore  be  liable  for  the  debt — a  cause  of  action 
may  be  established,  prima  faciej  against  him,  and  he  maj  be 
liable  to  all  the  consequences  which  flow  from  showing  a  joint 
liability  with  his  partners  for  a  demand  accruing  in  the  copaiir 
nership  business,  upon  a  contract  made  in  the  name  of  the 
flrm,  and  still  not  be  liable  to  arrest  in  this  action  for  his  part- 
neiB'  fraud. 

I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that,  where  a  plaintiff  affirms  the 
contract  of  sale,  and  founds  his  action  thereon,  and  shows  the 
fact  of  the  defendants'  copartnership,  and  so  their  joint  liability 
for  the  price,  each  of  the  copartners  is  liable  to  be  held  to 
bail,  because  the  purchase  was  obtained  by  the  fraud  of  one  of 
them. 

,  The  only  provision  of  the  Code  under  which,  in  such  case, 
the  defendants  can  be  held  to  bail,  is  subdivision  4,  of  section 
179,  which  imposes  the  liability  to  arrest  "  when  the  defendant 
has  been  guilty  of  a  fraud  in  contracting  the  debt  for  which  the 
action  is  brought" 

I  apprehend  that  this  does  not  mean  that  every  defendant 
who  is  liable  for  the  debt  shall  be  liable  to  arrest,  when  one 
only  committed  the  fraud,  and  the  others  are  innocent  It  is  the 
defendant  ''who  has  been  guilty  of  the  fraud"  that  majbe 
arrested.    If  it  were  not  so,  then  all  joint  makers  of  a  note 
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might  be  arrested,  though  some  of  them  were  in  truth  makers 
for  accommodation,  or  sureties  for  the  rest,  if  the  latter  by  fraud 
procured  it  to  be  discounted. 

There  may  be  many  persons  liable  for  the  same  debt,  and  by 
force  of  the  same  contract,  but  it  is  opposed  to  the  legislation 
of  this  State,  for  nearly  thirty  years,  to  hold  any  debtor  to 
bail,  and  subject  him  to  imprisonment,  unless  he  is  himself 
guilty  of  some  fraud. 

The  construction  of  this  subdivision  of  section  179  must  be, 
in  this  respect,  the  same  as  the  next  following,  which  provides 
that  the  defendant  may  be  arrested  when  ^e  '^  has  removed,  or 
disposed  of  his  property,  or  is  about  to  do  so  with  intent  to  de- 
fraud his  creditors."  It  would  hardly  be  claimed,  I  think,  by 
any  one,  that,  in  an  action  against  three  partners,  on  a  co- 
partnership note,  all  of  them  could  be  held  to  bail  on  proof 
that  one  of  them  had  disposed  of  his  property  to  defraud  his 
creditors. 

And  in  the  present  case,  if  it  were  conceded  that  all  of  the 
defendants  are  liable  to  the  plaintiffs  for  the  price  of  the  goods, 
they  cannot,  in  my  opinion,  be  all  held  to  bail  in  an  action  on 
the  contract  to  recover  that  price,  unless  the  proof  also  shows 
that  they  are  all  parties  to  the  fraud.  !No  one  but  he  or  they 
who  are  ^^  guilty  of  the  fraud  in  contracting  the  debt,"  are  liable 
to  the  arrest  in  such  an  action. 

This  being  an  action  on  the  contract,  in  affirmance  of  the  sale, 
and  to  recover  the  price;  the  plaintiffs  must,  to  sustain  the 
order  of  arrest  as  against  the  defendant  Bogart,  show  two 
things: 

lirst,  that  he  is  liable  in  the  action  for  the  price  of  the 
goods;  and,  seoandj  that  he  has  been  guilty  of  a  fraud  in  con-' 
tracting  that  liability. 

Under  this  latter  proposition  it  may,  however,  be  conceded, 
that  if  with  knowledge  of  the  fraud  he  assents  to,  and  adopts 
the  purchase,  or  receives  the  benefit  of  it,  he  is  a  fraudulent 
debtor  within  the  meaning  of  the  clause  in  question. 

The  goods  in  question  do  not  appear  to  have  been  purchased 
b  or  for  the  business  in  which  the  copartnership  was  engaged. 
That  was  the  ^^  auction  business."  That  is  not  shown  to  em- 
brace the  purchase  of  goods  at  allt  It  is  not  shown  that  prior 
to  the  purchase  in  question  the  firm  of  Bogart,  Jefieris  &  Co. 
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had  ever  purchased  any  goods.  They  had  received  eonsign- 
ments  of  goods  for  sale  at  anction,  and  had  sold  them.  They 
had  been  employed  by  the  plaintiffs  to  sell  goods  at  auction, 
and  for  all  goods  consigned  to  them  by  the  plaintiff,  and  add, 
they  had  duly  accounted  and  paid. 

'Ihe  afSdavits  fail  to  show  that  the  purchase  of  goods  was 
within  the  scope  of  the  copartnership  business^  or  that  Bogait 
was  cognizant  of  the  fraud,  or  that  he  ever  assented  in  any 
manner  to  become  a  party  thereto. 

If  it  were  conceded  that  the  words  of  the  plaintiflb'  affidavit, 
whieb,  in  general  terms,  states  that  the  ^  goods  vrere  delivered 
to  the  defendants,"  in  connection  with  the  fact  that  they  were 
disposed  of,  sufficiently  shows  that  the  goods  came  ta  tibe  use 
of  the  firm  so  as  to  make  the  partners  liable  in  trover  for  their 
value,  or  in  assumpsit  for  their  price ;  still,  if  the  action  be 
brought  in  affirmance  of  the  sale,  and  for  the  price  of  the  goods 
as  a  debt  dae  by  the  firm,  the  extrinsic  fact  that  the  defend- 
ant Bogart  was  guilty  of  a  fraud  in  contracting  the  debt,  is 
wanting.  It  is  not  shown  that  he  was  aware  of  the  representa- 
tions by  which  the  goods  were  procured,  nor  that  he  at  any 
time  assented  to  the  purchase  with  any  such  knowledge.  Nor 
is  it  eVen  shown  that  he  ever  had  actual  knowledge  that  the 
goods  had  been  purchased  or  disposed  of. 

Being  one  of  the  partners,  he  may  no  doubt  be  assumed  to 
know  what  goods  are  purchased  in  the  copartnership  busineBS. 
It  not  being  shown  that  this  purchase  was  within  the  ncope  of 
the  partnership,  that  presumption  does  not  arise  here.  If  the 
goods  were  in  fact  delivered  at  the  defendants'  store,  it  does 
not  follow  that  Bogart  knew  that  Jefferie  had  committed  any 
fraud  in  procuring  them,  or  that  he  committed  any  in  disposing 
of  them :  still  less  that  he  knew  they  were  procured  or  disposed 
of  without  intent  to  pay  for  them. 

I  am  conscious  that  the  case  made  by  the  plaintiffs'  affidavits 
may  warrant  the  suspicion  that  Bogart  was  a  party  to  the  frand, 
but  an  order  of  arrest  ought  not,  I  think,  to  be  made  on  sus- 
picion. Those  affidavits  may,  perhaps,  by  some  be  regarded  as 
showing,  prima  fade^  that  he  was  cognizant  of  the  frand,  and 
assented  to  it.  If  the  purchase  and  sale  of  goods  had  been 
within  the  scope  of  the  cop&rtnership,  or  it  had  appeared  that 
he  knew  that  the  goods  were  purchased  in  the  name  <tf  the 
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£n%  or  it  hfid  appeared  that  ikb  goods  were  appropriateid  to 
the  use  of  the  firm  with  his  assent,  I  should  incline  to  tltat 
opinion.  In  snch  case  he  must  be  deemed  to  have  been  so  far 
acqaainted  with  the  business  of  his  own  firm  as  to  know-tfiat 
the  goods  had  not  been  paid  for,  and  also  to  know  that 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  thereof  were  not  applied  to  that  paj^ 
ment,  and  that  the  ptirchase  was  made  without  the  means  of 
payment ;  and  his  acquiescence  under  such  circumstances  would 
tend  strongly  to  show  tixst  he  was  a  party  to  the  whole  fraud, 
and  would  at  least  Warrant  the  continuance  of  the  order,  when 
he,  by  no  affidavit  or  proof,  denies  his  complicity  in  the  fraud. 

The  proposition  upon  which  I  insist  is,  that  in  an  action  on 
the  contract  for  the  price  of  the  goods,  a  partner  who  has  not 
been  guilty  of  the  fraud  as  an  actual  participator  therein,  nor 
by  assenting  to  or  adopting  the  purchase  with  knowledge  of  the 
fhiad,  cannot  be  held  to  bail.  I  think  that  the  affidavit  of  the 
plaintiff  in  this  cise  oaghC  to  be  taken  to  mean  what  it  says;  and 
that  this  is,  what  the  plaintitf  swears  it  is,  an  action  founded  on 
a  sale,  and  to  recover  the  price  agreed  to  be  paid. 

I  do  not  appreciate  the  suggestion,  that  wherever  trover 
would  lie  against  all  to  recover  goods  purchased  fraudulently  by 
one  partner,  there  each  may  be  held  to  bail  in  an  action  on  die 
contract  of  purchase. 

The  Legislature  have  seen  fit  to  permit  the  holding  to  bail  in 
all  actions  of  trover,  whether  the  right  to  maintain  the  action 
arises  out  of  a  fraud  or  not.  And  so  they  have  permitted  an 
arrest  wherever  an  action  on  the  case,  for  fraud  in  obtaining 
property,  will  lie.  But  they  have  not  permitted  an  arrest  in  an 
action  on  the  contract,  for  the  price,  on  mere  proof  that  the  ac* 
tiou  will  lie. 

If  it  were  conceded  that  the  plaintiffs  had  a  choice  of  reme- 
dies, t.  d.,  to  sue  in  trover,  and  hold  all  the  partners  to  bail,  or 
to  sue  on  the  contract,  and  hold  those  only  to  bail  who  were 
guilty  of  the  fraud^  I  perceive  no  legal  absurdity  in  tho 
result. 

And  when  the  Legislature,  in  subdivision  4,  of  section  179, 
provided  that  in  an  action  on  contract,  the  defendant  who  had 
been  guilty  of  a  fraud  in  contracting  the  debt,  or  incurring  the 
obligation,  might  be  held  to  bail,  I  think  they  n^eant  a  de- 
fendant who  had  been  guilty  of  actual  fraud,  and  not  one  who- 
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might  have  incurred  a  responsibility  in  some  other  foim,  for 
the  frand  of  a  partner. 

B0BEBT8OV9  J.^  also  dissented. 


JACKSON  «•  MEKEJTT. 
Sfupreme  Cow%  First  District;  Special  Tcrm^  Ajml^  1860. 

Abbifbation. — ^Umpibs. 

A  BubmiBBion  to  wMtrstioii  Bubmitted  the  oontroveny  to  two  aibitraton,  with 
Antboritf  '*  to  Beleot  a  third  party  not  interested,"  Ao.,  *'  to  decide  any  point  of 
diBagreement  between  tbem,  whose  dedsfon  shall  be  final." 

SMf  that  in  esse  of  a  disagreement,  it  was  essential  to  the  TaUditj  of  ik< 
award  that  it  should  be  signed  by  the  umpire  selected. 

Motion  to  confirm  an  award. 

The  parties  in  this  case  agreed  to  snbmit  their  matten  in  dis- 
pute to  the  arbitrament  of  two  gentlemen,  with  authority  "to 
select  a  third  party,  not  interested  in  the  ice  business,  to  decide 
any  point  of  disagreement  between  them,  whose  decision  diall 
be  final." 

The  two  arbitrators  named  in  the  submission  afterwards  ex- 
ecuted an  award,  in  which  it  is  stated  that  thej  ^^  have,  by  the 
appointment  of  Mr.  Geo.  Harris,  as  third  and  final  arbitrator, 
decided,"  &c.  The  '^  third  arbitrator"  did  not  sign  the  award, 
and  it  appeared  by  affidavit,  as  well  as  by  the  face  of  the  award, 
that  he  actually  acted  in  the  matter,  and  that  the  decision  wUcb 
was  signed  by  the  two  arbitrators  named  in  the  submission,  was 
made  upon  the  judgment  or  decision  which  the  ^' third  party'' 
made  upoh  the  case. 

The  party  selected  as  third  man  was  not  sworn,  nor  did  he 
hear  the  prooft  and  allegations  of  the  parties. 

Lbohabd,  J. — ^It  is  quite  eyident,  that  the  article  of  sobmifl- 
sion  contemplates  the  final  decision  of  a  *^  third  party"  ovljf  in 
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ease  the  two  named  as  arbitraton  shonld  disagree.  If  thej  dis- 
agree, it  is  the  decision  of  the  other  man  selected  which  is  to 
fiDally  control.  The  signatures  of  the  other  two  arbitrators  to 
the  award  are  not  of  the  least  consequence,  after  a  disagree- 
ment between  them  and  the  selection  of  a  *^  third  party."  The 
execution  of  the  award  by  them  with  the  "  third  party*'  would 
Act  vitiate  it — ^it  would  be  surplusage.  But  the  signature  of 
the  third  party  is  essential,  and  without  it  there' is  no  award, 
within  the  terms  of  the  submission. 

This  view  is  supported  by  the  case  of  The  Mayor,  &c.,  of  New 
York  a.  Butler  (1  Barh.j  888). 

The  award  which  is  signed  purports  to  be  the  report  of  a  de- 
cision which  has  been  made  in  the  matter  by  a  ^' third  party," 
who  does  not  himself  vouch  for  the  decision. 

The  award  made  is  void.  There  is  nothing  to  be  confirmed, 
and  nothing  to  vacate.    There  is  no  legal  award. 


TRINITY  CHUBOH  a.  COOK. 

Supreme  (hurt,  JFtrst  Dietnct;  SpeciaL  Term,  December,  1860. 

AfWiawMENT. — ^Lbasb. — CovEKAST  TO  PAT  AsBiwftinnrr. 

tJoder  a  lease  providtng  that  the  leisee  shall  hear  all  assessments  imposed  on  tha 
premises  daring  the  term,  if  a  part  of  the  premises  are  taken  for  a  pnhlic  im- 
provement, and  damages  therefor  assowed  to  the  owner  and  to  the  lessee 
lespectiTely,  for  their  interests,  the  assessment  for  benefit  laid  npon  the  residno 
of  the  premises  must  be  borne  whoUy  by  the  lessee. 

Demurrer  to  answer. 

The  action  was  brought  by  the  lessors  of  premises  in  the  city 
of  New  York,  to  recover  from  the  assignee  of  the  lessee  an 
assessment  which  the  lessors  had  been  compelled  to  pay. 

This  complaint  alleged,  that  on  April  21, 1852,  the  plaintifis, 
by  indenture  of  lease,  demised  to  one  Schwartz  a  lot  of  land  on 
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ijxe  northerly  aide  of  B^e-Btreet,  for  the  term  of  twentj-one 
years,  from  May^  1852,  and  the  lessee,  for  himself  and  his 
^igns,  covenanted  thajb  he  or  thsj,  wonld  ''  bear,  pay,  and  dis- 
qharge  aU  such  duties,,  taxes,  assessments,  and  payments^of  what- 
Qver  nature. or  kind. soever,,  aa  should^!  during  said  term,  be  im- 
posed, on  or  gTQw  due  (^  payivUe  out  of,  or  for  or  by  reason  of 
ih^  i^id  denvsied  premises,,  or  any .  .j^art:  or  ppxcel  thi^eof }"  that 
on  April  22, 1852,  the  lessee  assigned  the  leaset  and.  term  to  the. 
defendant,  subject  to  the  covenants  in  the,  lease,. and  defendant 
acceipted  su<;h  assignment  aud  entered  upon  the  promises ;  that 
in  May,  1856,  an  ordinance  was  passed  for.  widening  Beade* 
street,  on  the  northerly  side,  and  by  regular  prooeedings,  ao- 
oerdingto  l^w,  the  part  of  £aid  demised  premises  not  taken  dx 
such  widening  was  duly  i^ssessed  for  benefit  derived  from  such 
wideniQg,,  the  sum  of  $2,000 1  which  assessment,,  on.  Karch  36, 
1859  (on  the  confirmation  of  the  commissioners'  report),,  was 
imposed  on  and  grew  due  and  payable  out  of  and  for  and  by 
reason  of  the  part  of  the  demised  premises  not  taken  for  the 
widening;  that  defendant  was  then  assignee  and  holder  of  the 
lease  and  demised  term,  and  plaiutifTs,  on  December  10, 1859, 
made  demand  on  him  to  pay  the  assessment,  which  defendant 
omitted  to  do;  and  plaintiffs  were  obliged  to  pay,  and  on 
February  29, 1860,  did  pay  tbei  same.,  JudgmAUt  was  demand- 
ed for  that  sum,  with  interest. 

Hk^  defendant  ans^vcered,  alleging  that  the  Commissioners  of 
Estimate  and  Assessment  in  said  proceedings,  did  not  assess 
him  for  ^uy  benefit  or  advantage  to  his  interest  in  the  premises, 
but  they  awarded  to  plaintiffs,  as  reversioners,  for  damage  to 
said  lot,  $1,750,  and  assessed,  them,  for  benefit  in  respect  to  said 
'^?t,  $2,000 ;  Bjud  that  the  defendant,  before  the  commencement 
of  tikis  action,  tendered  to  plaintiffs  $195  for  the  excess  of  the 
assessment  over  said  award,  calculated  as  to  the  balance  of  the 
lot,  after  deducting  the  part  taken  for  the  improvement ;  which 
plaintiffs  refused  to  receive. 

To  this  answer  plaintifb  demurred* 

*  •  • 

G.  M.  .Ogden]  for  plaintiffs. 
Jam^Ti,  MrMfyf  f<Hr  defendunt 

Bomf  KT,  J.— The  question  raised  and  argued  in  this  case,  is 
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whether  or  not  the  coveaant  in  the  lease  above  mentioned  ap- 
plies to  and  make&  the  leasee  or  Ub  assigns  liable  to  pay  the 
8aid  assessment  of  $2,000  for  the  widenii^  of  Beade-street. 
The  covenant  is,  ^Hhat  the  lessee  and  his  assigns  shall  and  will 
bear,  pay,  and  dischaige  all  snch  duties,  taxes,  assessments,  and 
payments  of  what  nature  <»*  kind  soever  as  shall,  during  the 
term,  be  imposed  on  or  grow  due  or  payable  out  of  or  by  reason 
of  the  said  demised  premises,  or  any  part  or  parcel  thereof ;'' 
and  the  statement  in  the  complaint  (which  is  not  denied),  is  that 
by  said  proceedings  for  widening  Beade-stre^  taken  while 
defendant  was  assignee  of  said  lease  and  term,  this  assessment 
of  $2,000  was  imposed  on,  and  grew  due  a&d  payable  out  of  and 
for  and  by  reason  of  the  part  of  the  demised  premises  not  taken 
for  said  widening. 

Iliis  statement  brings  the  aasessment  cleariy  within  the  terma 
of  the  covenant,  ^ich  runs  with  the  land  and  binds  the 
assignee  (Astor  a.  Hoyt,  6  Wend.^  603;  Astor  tt.  Miller,  2 
Paiffe^  69;  Kearney  a.  Post,  1  San^f.^  165 ;  Ghilds  a.  Olark,  8 
Bairb.  Ch^  52) ;  but  defendant  says  the  commissioners  did 
not  assess  him  for  any  benefit  to  his  interest  in  the  premises, 
bat  they  awarded  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  reversioners,  for  damage 
to  the  premises,  $1,750,  and  assessed  them,  for  benefit  in  respect 
thereto,  $2,000  ^  and  he  insists  that  these  facts  relieve  the  de- 
fendant from  the  obligation  of  the  covenant. 

The  act  to  reduce  several  laws  rdating  particularly  t6  the 
city  of  New  York  into  an  act  passed  ApHl  9, 1818,  provides 
(§  178),  that  in  cases  of  opening  or  widening  streets,  Ac,  the 
commissioners  appointed  for  that  purpose  shall  make  an  esti-* 
mate  and  assessment  of  the  damage  (if  any)  over  and  above  the 
benefit,  or  of  the  benefit  (if  any)  over  and  above  the  damage, 
as  the  case  may  be,  to  the  respective  owners,  lessees,  and  per- 
sons respectively  entitled  to,  or  interested  in  the  lands  required 
for  the  purpose  of  the  improvement ;  and  in  making  their  report, 
shall  state  and  report  the  excess  and  surplus  only  of  the  damage 
over  benefit,  or  of  benefit  over  damage,  as  the  case  may  be,  to 
such  owners,  lessees,  and  persons  respectively ;  and  (§  181) 
that  when  part  only  of  any  lot  or  premises,  then  under  lease  or 
other  contract,  shall  be  token  for  the  improvements,  air  con- 
tracts and  engagements  respecting  the  same  shall,  upon  the 
confirmation  of  the  report,  cease  and  be  discharged  as  to  the 
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part  ao  taken,  but  remain  valid  as  to  the  residue ;  and  the  rents 
or  payments  reserved  or  payable  in  respect  of  the  same,  shall 
be  equitably  apportioned. 

Under  this  act,  if  now  in  force,  it  is  conceded  that  the  de- 
fendant would  be  liable  to  pay  the  excess  of  damage  over 
benefit  which  would  have  been  assessed  and  reported  by  the 
commissioners  against  the  plaintiffs,  as  owners  of  the  premises 
subject  to  the  lease. 

By  the  act  passed  April  20, 1839,  to  amend  the  act  before 
mentioned  {Laws  of  1839,  182),  it  is  provided  (§  3)  that  it 
shall  be  the  duty  of  such  commissioners  to  report  fully  and 
separately  the  amount  of  loss  and  damage,  and  of  benefit  and 
advantage  to  each  and  every  owner,  lessee,  and  person  entitled 
to  or  interested  in  any  lands  or  premises  required  for  the  pur- 
pose of  any  such  improvement,  and  so  much  of  the  act  of  1813 
as  is  inconsistent  with  the  provision  is  (by  §  13)  repealed. 

The  defendant  now  insists  that  the  amount  which,  by  and 
under  the  proceedings  in  question,  has  been  awarded  and  paid 
to  the  plaintiff,  as  stated  in  the  answer,  for  damage  by  reason 
of  said  proceedings  to  their  estate  and  interest  in  the  premises 
described  in  said  lease,  should  be  deducted  from  the  amount 
assessed  upon  such  estate  and  interest,  and  the  balance  of  said 
assessment  only  (or  rather  an  equitable  part  of  such  baknoe) 
should  be  charged  upon  the  defendant 

I  can  see  no  ground  for  sustaining  this  position.  This  lease 
was  made  since  1889,  and  it  is  to  be  presumed  with  reference  to 
this  law,  passed  in  that  year.  It  is  conceded  that  the  proceedings 
for  widening  Beade-street  have  been  regular,  and  that  the  law 
authorizing  and  regulating  such  proceedings  has  been  observed 
and  executed.  It  follows,  that  in  that  part  of  the  demised 
premises  taken  for  the  improvement,  there  has  been  awarded 
and  paid  to  defendant  the  value  of  his  lease  with  interest  there* 
on,  and  to  plaintiffs  the  value  of  their  estate,  subject  to  said 
lease.  In  relation  to  the  residue  of  the  premises,  there  has  been 
assessed  and  reported  the  amount  of  benefit  to  the  defendant  as 
lessee  (if  any),  and  to  the  plaintiffs  as  owners,  subject  to  the 
lease,  of  such  residue.  And  the  rent  to  be  paid  by  defendant 
to  plaintiSs  under  the  lease,  subsequent  to  the  improvement, 
has  been  or  will  be  equitably  apportioned.  The  part  of  the 
premises  taken  for  the  improvement  must,  I  think,  be  regarded 


NEW  YORK.  876 


Bank  of  B«loit  a.  B««U. 


as  entirely  oat  of  the  case.  That  part  has  been,  by  saperior 
right  >(that  of  eminent  domain),  taken  from  both  these  parties, 
and  both  have  been  paid  for  their  respective  estates  and  inter- 
ests therein.  The  lease,  with  all  its  covenants,  remains  in  full 
force  as  to  the  residue  of  the  premises ;  and  the  amount  of  rent 
to  be  paid  for  such  residue,  from  the  time  of  the  improvement 
to  the  end  of  the  term,  has  been  equitably  adjusted ;  and  the 
question  now  presented  must  be,  in  my  opinion,  decided  in  the 
Bame  way  as  if  this  residue  had  been  the  whole  premises  origi- 
nally demised.  As  I  understand  the  case,  it  is  conceded  that 
this  assessment  of  $2,000  is  imposed  upon  and  payable  by 
reason  of  said  residue  of  the  demised  preniises  remaining  sub- 
ject to  the  lease ;  and  it  is  not  alleged  that  any  sum  has  been 
paid  or  awarded  to  the  plaintiffs  as  owners,  or  by  reason  or  on 
account  of  said  residue. 

In  my  judgment,  the  covenant  in  the  lease  applies  to  and  in- 
dados  this  assessment,  and  makes  the  defendant  liable  therefor; 
and  the  statements  of  the  answer  are  not  sufficient  to  relieve 
him  from  such  liability,  or  to  entitle  him  to  any  deduction  from 
the  amount  claimed  against  him. 

The  plaintiffs  must  have  judgment  on  the  demurrer,  with 
leave  to  the  defendant  to  amend  his  answer  in  twenty  days  on 
payment  of  costs. 


BAJNK  OF  BELOrr  a.  BEALE. 

I^&w  York  Superior  Court  /  Special  Term^  June^  1860. 

Eucnoir  of  EfrM^mEs. — ^Estoppsl. — JxjDaToasrt  sob  Fubohasb- 

MONKY  A  Bab  to  Claiic  of  Tttlb. 


Where  one  who  to  intniitad  with  property  mtoapplies  it,  If  the  creditor,  instead 
of  Bidiig  for  the  conyenioQ,  proceeds  upon  the  oontnot,  and  recoYors  Judgment 
thereon,  he  waiYes  all  claim  of  title  to  the  property  «nd  its  proceeds. 

After  an  agent  intrusted  with  money  for.  the  purchase  of  merchandise,  converted 
the  merchandise,  the  owner,  with  knowledge  of  the  fact,  sued  him  to  recover 
the  amount  with  interest,  and  had  judgment,  on  which  he  charged  the  debtor 
in  execution. 
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BMt  thai  th«  Judgment  and  ezBcntfon  ««topped  tbe  plaiottff  tMrtlQ  from 

'  claiming  the  property  or  proceeds,  and  that  paf  ment  to  him,  waa  no  dofenoa 

against  the  claim  of  the  party  to  whom  the  agent  had  tnuuferred  the  property. 

Motion  for  new  trial,  on  the  minntes  of  the  judge. 

The  plaintiff  having  recovered  a  verdict  in  this  action  on  the 
14th  day  of  June,  1860,  the  defendants,  June  16, 1860,  moved 
on  the  judge's  minutes  for  a  new  trial. 

This  action  was  brought  on  the  allegations  that  the  plaintiff^ 
in  the  early  part  of  1858,  consigned  to  the  defendants  a  specified 
quantity  of  wool,  to  be  sold  for  and  on  account  of  the  plaintiff, 
for  cash ;  that  the  defendants  received  and  sold  the  wool,  but 
paid  only  $2,000  of  the  proceeds  to  the  plaintiff,  and  refused  to 
pay  the  balance.  The  complaint  demanded  judgment  for  the 
residue  of  the  proceeds,  which,  including  interest,  the  juiy 
found  to  be  $5,553.57. 

The  defence  relied  on  was,  that  one  B.  A.  Sweet  owned  the 
wool ;  that  it  had  been  purchased  for  him,  in  Wisconsin,  by  one 
M.  W.  Sherwood,  and  with  Sweet's  money,  on  an  agreement 
with  Sherwood  to  forward  it  to  Sweet,  at  Albany ;  that  instead 
of  doing  so,  Sherwood  transferred  it  to  plaintiff  as  security  for 
antiecedent  advances,  with  notice  of  the  rights  of  Sweet ;  that 
Sweet  notified  the  defendants  that  the  wool  was  hfs,  and  de- 
manded that  the  proceeds  of  it  be  paid  to  him,  and  that  they 
had  in  part  paid  him  such  proceeds,  except  the  $2,000  which 
they  had  paid  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendants,  to  show  that  the  wool  was  Sweet's,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  took  it  under  circumstances  giving  him  no  right  to 
it,  called  M.  W.  Sherwood  as  a  witness. 

On  his  being  sworn,  it  was  proved  that  he  was  then  in  the 
custody  of  the  sheriff  of  Saratoga  county,  on  an  execution 
against  Mb  body,  issued  on  a  judgment  recovered  against  him 
by  said  Sweet,  in  the  Supreme  Oouxt  of  this  State,  on  the  14th 
day  of  February,  1860,  for  $4,334.43  damages,  besides  costB. 
That  said  Sherwood  was  so  produced  as  a  witneas  under  a 

The  judgmentHreo<»d  of  the  suit  <^  Sweet «.  Sherwood,  was 

put  in  evidence. 

The  summons  stated  that  in  case  of  failure  to  answer, 
*'  the  plaintiff  will  take  judgment  against  you  (Sherwood)  for 
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$8,923tVk)  with  interest  from  the  14th  day  of  Jnlj,  1858,  be- 
sides costs.*' 

The  complaint,  which  was  verified  on  the  Yth  day  of  Sep- 
tember, 1858,  stated,  tiiat  prior  to  the  9th  of  June,  1859,  Sweet 
^  employed"  Sherwood  as  his  agent  to  parchase  20,000  potmds 
of  wool  for  Sweet  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  and  forward  the 
Bame  to  Sweet,  at  Albany,  ^'  Sweet  agreeing  to  pay  to  6her> 
wood''  either  one-half  the  profits  niiade  on  the  sale  of  the  said 
wool,  or  one  cent  per  pound  commissicm  for  "  Sherwood's  ser- 
▼ices,  as  he,  the  said  Sweet,  might  elect." 

That  for  that  purpose  Sweet,  between  the  9th  of  June  and 
the  14th  of  July,  1858,  furnished  and  advanced  to  Sherwood 
$6^000,  and  also  one  hundred  and  five  wool  sacks,  of  the  value 
of  $53^^.  That  with  a  portion  of  said  moneys  Sherwood 
purchased  and  forwarded  to  the  said  Sweet  thirty-four  bales  of 
wool,  containing  7,041  pounds,  purchased  for  him,  as  the  said 
Sweet  is  informed  and  believes,  and  amounting  in  value  to  the 
sum  of  $2,112jW.  That  he  also  returned  thirty-four  of  the 
wool  sacks,  of  value  of  $17. 

That  with  the  remainder  of  the  moneys  so  furnished  by 
"Sweet  to  Sherwood,"  Sherwood  "purchased  wool  in  his  own 
name,  and  sold  and  assigned  the  same,  together  with  the 
remainder  of  the  said  wool  sacks,"  to  other  parties ;  that  he  has 
refused,  and  still  refuses  to  deliver  the  last-mentioned  wool  to 
Sweet,  or  to  furnish  and  deliver  the  wool  purchased  with  the 
moneys  so  advanced  by  Sweet,  "  and  also  refuses  to  refund  or 
return  the  moneys  so  advanced  and  furnished  by  said  Sweet," 
after  deduoting  therefrom  tilie  amount  thereof  expended  in  the 
purchase  of  wool  delivered  by  "Sherwood  to  Sweet,  or  to 
render  any  account  there  of  to"  Sweet 

It  alleges  a  demand  by  Sweet  upon  Sherwood  of  the  moneys 
not  expended  in  the  purchase  of  wool  delivered  by  Sherwood 
to  Sweet,  and  ain  account  thereof,  and  that  Sweet  "  has  also  de- 
manded the  wool  purchased  therewith,  but  has  been  unable  to 
obtain  the  said  moneys  or  an  account  thereof,  or  1;^e  wool 
purchased  therewith,"  and  prays  judgment  for  the  sum  of 
$3,9d8A^9,  with  interest  from  the  14th  of  July,  1858,  with 
cost  of  this  action. 

The  defendant  put  in  an  answer  verified  November,  1858. 

13ie  action  was  referred  to  and  tried  before  a  referee,  who, 
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\>j  his  report,  dated  February  9, 1860,  found  upon  the  pleadmgB 
and  evidence,  that  the  facts'  substantially  as  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint are  true ;  and  stated,  in  conclusion,  that  "  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  the  money  ad- 
vanced, less  the  proceeds  of  the  wool  received  with  interest  from 
the  time  of  last  advance,  July  14,  1858.  This  amount  is 
$3,923.20,  with  interest  to  December  28,  1859,  (1  year,  5 
months,  14  days,  $411.23),  making  in  all  $4,834.43,  for  which 
sum  the  plaintiff  should  have  judgment. 

The  defendants  in  this  suit,  in  order  to  ilhow  that  the  wool  in 
question  was  the  property  of  Sweet,  and  that  they  were  justifi- 
able in  paying  the  proceeds  arising  from  the  sale  of  it;  to  him  as 
such  owner,  after  he  had  given  notice  of  las  title  and  demanded 
such  proceeds,  offered  to  prove  the  facts  stated  in  the  complaint 
in  the  suit  of  Sweet  a.  Sherwood. 

Mr.  Carter^  for  the  motion. 

JE  P.  Clarkj  L  0.  MiUer^  and  S.  Sanxaj/y  opposed. 

BoswoBTH,  Ch.  X — ^It  will  be  seen  on  examining  the  com- 
plaint in  the  suit  of  Sweet  a.  Sherwood,  thai:  Sweet's  whole 
claim  is : 

(1)  For  cash  advances $6,000.00 

(2)  For  105  sacks  furnished  .......  62.50 

Total $6,053.50 

He  credits  Sherwood  for  wool  delivered  .    .    .    $2,118.30 
For  32  sacks  returned  . 17.00 

Total  . $2,129.30 

The  complamt  prays  judgment  for  $3,923.20,  with  interest 
from  July  14, 1858. 

The  summons  states  that  in  case  of  failure  to  answer,  judg- 
ment will  be  taken  for  that  sum  and  costs.  A  summons  in  that 
form  is  proper  only  ^^  in  an  action  arising  on  contract  for  the  re* 
covery  of  money  only."    {Code,  §  129,  subd.  1.) 

The  complaint  sets  forth  the  contract  between  Sweet  and 
Sherwood,  and  alleges,  as  a  breach  of  it,  the  refusal  of  Sher 
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wood  to  delirer  the  wool  purchased,  as  well  as  his  refusal  to 
refund  the  money  or  account  for  it  By  the  suit. which  he 
brought,  he  elected  to  proceed  on  the  contract  and  claim  a  re- 
turn of  the  money  advanced,  with  interest  thereon. 

He  cannot,  on  the  same  facts,  have  a  judgment  against  Sher- 
wood for  the  amount  of  money  furnished  and  interest,  and  also 
for  the  value  of  the  property  bought  with  such  money. 

By  bringing  a  suit  upon  the  contract,  and  claiming  and  re- 
covering a  part  of  the  damages  arising  from  a  breach  of  it,  the 
moneys  advanced  with  interest,  he  repudiates  the  use  which 
Sherwood  made  of  the  money  as  one  which  was  unauthorized, 
and  absolutely  waives  all  claim  of  property  in  the  wool  bought 
with  it  After  such  a  recovery,  he  could  not  maintain  trover 
against  Sherwood  for  converting  the  wool. 

Such  a  transaction  is,  in  principle,  like  that  between  vendor 
and  vendee,  where  the  latter,  by  fraud,  induces  the  former  to  sell 
and  deliver  goods  on  credit  In  such  a  case,  .if  the  vendor,  with 
knowledge  of  the  fraud,  sues  the  vendee  upon  the  contract  of 
sale  and  recover  judgment,  he  cannot,  in  a  subsequent  action, 
based  on  the  fraud,  pursue  the  goods  or  their  proceeds  either 
in  the  hands  of  such  vendee  or  of  a  third  person.  (Lloyd  a* 
Brewster,  4  Paigey  537.) 

It  seems  to  me  clear,  upon  elementary  and  fundamental 
principles,  that  the  action  which  was  brought  by  Sweet  against 
Sherwood,  and  the  recovery  of  judgment  therein,  estops  Sweet 
from  daiming  property  in  the  wool  bought  with  the  moneys  for 
which  6uch  j  udgment  was  recovered.  All  causes  of  action  based 
on  the  transaction  are  merged  in  the  judgment  recovered. 

In  addition  to  this  difficulty,  which  seems  to  be  insuperable, 
Sweet  has  so  far  executed  the  judgment,  that  he  has  Sherwood 
in  custody  under  an  execution  against  his  body,  issued  on  such 
judgment  This  is  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  in  such  sense 
that  while  the  imprisonment  lasts,  no  proceedings  can  be  taken 
against  his  property  to  obtain  judgment. 

The  judgment  on  which  he  is  imprisoned  will  not  be  set  off 
against  any  other  judgment  in  his  favor.  (Cooper  a,  Bigalow, 
1  Cow.y  57.)  A  creditor's  bill  will  not  lie  on  such  a  judgment 
to  reach  his  equitable  estate.  (Stilwell  a.  Van  Eppe,  1  Paiffe^ 
615.)  Kor  l^ill  an  action  lie  against  the  sureties  in  a  bond 
'  given  to  stay  the  issuing  of  an  execution  ninety  days,  although* 
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conditioned  to  paj  the  dami^ea  and  costs  with  interest  before 
or  at  the  erpiration  of  mnety  days.    (Sonderlaad  a.  Loder,  5 

A  consent  that  the  debtor  go  at  large  is  an  abaoiate  dischai^ 
of  the  judgment.    (9  Caw.^  138.) 

I  think  there  is  a  marked  distinction  between  a  case  like  this, 
and  an  owner  of  a  chattel  sning  one  person  and  recovering 
against  ]iim  in  tror^  for  converting  it,  and  subsequently  suing 
another  person  for  a  s^arate  and  distinct  conversion  of  the 
same  property. 

In  this  State  it  is  held  that  a  judgment  against  one,  and  his 
imprisonment  without  actual  satisfaction,  is  no  bar  to  a  subse- 
quent  action  against  the  other.^  (Osterhout  a*  Boberts,  8 
Caw.y  48.) 

The  rule  in  England  is  otherwise,  and  it  has  recently  been 
held  there,  as  it  was  held  in  Brown  a.  Wooton  {Oro.  Jac^  73), 
that' a  recovery  in  trover  for  a  permanent  conversion  vests  title 
in  the  defendant  by  relation  from  the  time  of  the  conversion. 
(Bnckland  a.  Johnson,  26  Enff.  L.  <6  Eq.y  338.) 

This  is  not  the  ease  of  an  owner  suing  a  second  party  for  con- 
verting his  property,  after  having  obtained  judgment  and  exe- 
cution against  another  party  for  a  separate  and  distinct  converaioa 
of  the  same  property. 

In  this  case,  after  Sherwood  had  sold  and  disposed  of  the 
wool,  Sweet,  with  knowledge  of  the  fact,  sued  him  to  recover 
back  tiie  money  advanced  to  purchase  it,  and  recovered  a  judg- 
ment fbr  such  moneys  with  interest;  and  Beale  and  Adams, 
who  received  the  wool  from  the  plaintiff  (to  wh<mi  Sherwood 
had  transferred  it)  to  sell  on  the  plaintiff's  account,  instead 
of  paying  the  proceeds  to  the  plaintiff,  paid  them  to  Sweet,  and 
insist  that  the  wool  was  his,  and  that  they  had  a  right  to  pay 
the  proceede  to  him,  he  having  demanded  them  as  owner. 

^  See  also  Bobinaon  a.  Weeks  (S  Bon,,  161).  Opposed  to  this  doctriae  sie, 
WbiU  «.  Philbrick  (6  Grmnf.,  147);  and  Campbell  a.  Phelps  (1  iVJfc.,  62) ;  see  also 
Marsh  a.  Pier  (4  Rawl.^  2S6) ;  Murrell  a.  Jofansoa  (1  ff.  ^.  M,,  449) ;  and  Broom  e. 
Woototi  (Tdo.,  67).  In  Curtis  a.  Qroat  (6  Jo/uu.,  168),  it  was  held,  that  a  recovery 
In  tntptm  pun  dmtimn  frtgiii  for  catting  domi  wood  of  the  plaintiff,  which  de* 
fendaot  converted  Into  coal  aod  left  on  the  land,  did  not  transfer  the  title  to  the 
ooal  to  the  trespasser.  In  order  that  recovery  and  execution  should  have  the 
effect  of  transferring  the  Utle,  the  recovery  must  be  for  the  specific  chatteL  To 
the  same  effect  is  Betts  «.  Lee  (5  Mm,,  8^. 
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If  the  jttdgmfflit  recovered  by  Sweet  agoinet  Sherwood  eeU^ 
the  fonnar  from  diumiiig  ownership  of  the  wool  as  against  the 
ktter,  it  also  estops  him  from  making  such  claim  as  a^uust  the 
plaiDtifil 

Beale  and  Adams'  defence  is  based  solely  on  the  right  of 
Sweet  to  claim  the  proceeds  oi  the.  wool  as  against  the  plaintiff; 
aad  if  lie  cannot  sustwi  sacb  a  claim  thej  have  no  defence. 

I  think  Swieet's  rights  are  meiged  in  his  judgment,  and  the 
remedies  provided  by  law  to  obtain  payment  of  it;  that  in  con- 
templation of  law  it  is  to  be  treated  as  satisfied  while  the  im- 
prisonment of  Sherwood  is  continnedi  and  that  tba  motion  for  a 
new  trial  should  be  denied. 

m 

Motion  denied  with  $10  coats. 


BUIEN  a.  BUEDEIL. 

1 

Siiperior  C(nni^  ^trtt  IHetrict ;  SpecialTerm^Augugtj  1860. 

PAjronoir. — loss  vob  AnvAirciis  to  defend  Estate. — ^Ambnd- 

HENT  OF  Complaint. 

One  of  sevetal  hdn  who  msiiitaitiB  prooMd!ng«  lor  tiie  protoelioD  of  the  oitMto, 
on  the  promise  of  the  dthen  to  share  the  expense,  does  mot  eogoire  tbeieby  a 
lien  for  disbunementa  so  incurred  against  their  interests  in  the  estatOi  which 
can  be  reoognisod  in  his  action  for  partition. 

Ji  maUf  that  after  trial  the  conrt  shoald  not  allow  the  complaint  to  be  amended 
by  InsertingaUegatlDna  of  a  Anther  claim,  the  a»ts  of  which  weie  Anown  to  the 
^aintiff  befofa  the  commenoement  of  the  action. 

Motion  for  leave  to  amend  complaint 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

John  HanJUn,  Jr^  and  Samud  J.  lUdeUj  for  the  motion. 
Wineheiier  BfiUon  and  CharleB  JBiboardaj  opposed 

BoinfKT,  J. — This  action  was  commenced  in  January,  ISSS^ 
to  partition  of  tsro  lots,  with  bnildings,  on  Bond^street,  in  the 
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city  of  New  York,  formerly  owned  by  Dr,  Harvey  Bnrdell,  who 
died  in  January,  1857.  The  plaintiffs,  in  right  of  Mrs.  Bulea 
(who  was  a  half-sister  of  Dr.  Bardell),  claim  to  be  owners,  as 
tenants  in  common  with  others,  of  one-eighth  of  said  premises, 
subject  to  a  mortgage  made  by  the  deceased  on  one  of  the  lots ; 
which  mortgage,  since  the  commencement  of  this  action,  has 
been  foreclosed  and  the  mortgaged  premises  sold.  The  com- 
plaint states  the  rights  of  the  respective  parties  in  the  premises, 
and  the  liens  thereon,  and  prays  for  the  usual  judgment  in  par- 
tition cases. 

In  June,  1858,  the  usual  order  of  reference  was  made  in  the 
action  to  take  proof  of  the  matters  set  forth  in  the  complaint, 
and  ascertain  and  report  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  parties 
in  the  premises,  and  the  referee  (as  it  is  stated)  made  a. draft  of 
his  report  on  or  before  July  29, 1859,  which  was  submitted  to 
the  plaintiffs'  attorney,  who  has  taken  no  further  proceeding  in 
the  action. 

The  plaintiffs  now  move  for  an  order  to  amend  their  com- 
plaint, by  inserting  therein  statements  to  the  effect  that,  in  the 
proceedings  before  the  surrogate  of  the  county  of  New  York 
in  relation  to  the  administration  of  the  personal  estate  of  the 
said  deceased  Harvey  Burdell,  Mrs.  Cunningham  claimed  to  be 
the  widow  of  said  deceased,  and  the  plaintiff,  George  D.  Buleu 
(who  then,  with  the  assent  of  the  other  heirs  of  said  deceased, 
had  charge  of  said  real  estate),  acting  in  behalf  of  himself  and 
his  wife,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  other  heirs  and  next  of  Ida 
of  said  deceased,  and  to  protect  and  save  the  real  as  well  as  pe^ 
Bonal  estate  which  was  of  said  deceased,  for  said  heirs  and  next 
of  kin,  contested  said  claims  of  Mrs.  Cunningham ;  that  Wil- 
liam Burdell  agreed  to  bear  equally  with  him  the  necessary  ad- 
vances for  defeating  said  claims,  \}\\t  has  failed  to  do  so ;  tliat 
it  was  agreed  between  the  plaintiffs  that  the  expenses  of  that 
litigation,  which  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  separate  estate  of 
Mrs.  Bulen,  plaintiff,  should  be  for  the  account  of,  and  charged 
against  said  estate;  that  the  expenses  of  that  litigation,  and  the 
liabilities  incurred  therein,  amounting  to  $4,120.97,  besides  in- 
terest, were  necessary  and  reasonable,  and  were  paid  and  in- 
curred in  good  faith  for  the  protection  of  the  real  estate  which 
was  of  said  deceased,  as  well  as  for  the  purposes  of  said  pro* 
oeedings  before  the  surrogate,  and  were,  as  the  plaintiffs  believe^ 
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necessary  for  the  safety  of  said  real  estate,  aod  to  preserve  the 
same  to  the  heirs  of  said  deceased ;  and  thereupon  plaintifis 
insist  that  for  the  said  amonnt  of  $4,120.97  and  interest,  they 
have  a  claim  npon  and  against  the  said  real  estate,  and  the 
heirs  of  said  deceased,  precedent  to  any  and  all  liens  made  by 
said  heirs  on  said  estate,  and  prior  to  the  rights  of  any  mort- 
gagee, grantee,  or  creditor  of  any  of  said  heirs* 

The  application  to  amend  is  opposed  by  several  of  the  de- 
fendants ;  and  after  ezamitiation  of  the  question,  I  am  of  opinion 
it  must  be  denied.  All  the  facts  now  proposed  to  be  •  inserted 
by  way  of  amendment  in  the  complaint,  were  known  to  the 
plaintiffs  when  the  action  was  commenced,  and  no  reason  is 
shown  for  their  not  being  then  set  forth ;  and  under  such  circum* 
stances,  the  motion  to  amend  after  the  suit  has  been  pending 
nearly  two  years,  is  not  entitled  to  favor. 

But  the  fatal  objection  to  the  motion  is,  that  the  facts  pro- 
posed to  be  stated,  if  the  statement  was  inserted  in  the  com- 
plaint and  admitted,  would  not,  in  my  opinion,  entitle  the 
plaintiffs,  or  either  of  them,  to  any  relief  in  this  action.  Cer- 
tainly thiese  statements  do  not  make  out  a  lien  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff?  upon  the  premises  in  question,  or  any  pfirt  thereof; 
nor  can  I  see  that  tjbey  establish  any  claim,  legal  or  equitable, 
against  such  premises,  or  the  rights  or  interests  of  any  or  either 
of  the  parties  to  this  action  therein.  If  the  defendants,  or  any 
or  either  of  them,  are  personally  liable  to  plaintiffs,  or  either  of 
them,  for  any  part  of  tiie  expenses,  &c.,  above  mentioned,  such 
personal  liability  cannot  be  in  this  suit  enforced,  nor  can  plain- 
tiffs clajm  to  have  the  same  satisfied  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  property  in  question,  until  judgment  therefor  his  been 
obtained. 

The  motion  to  amend  must  be  denied,  with  $10  costs. 
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BrooUyn  Oiiyi  Oadtattp  J^^imib^t  Tmn^  1B60. 
JuBisiMDGnDov.*— FjBsaptf  A^  Ton  imBOur  lasa  Static 


Tba  ooartt  of  the  State  of  l^ew  York  haTO  jarifdiction  of  actioiit  for  penonal 
torts  committed  npoa  dtiieiu  of  the  State  of  New  York,  oatside  the  tarritoriil 
limits  of  the  State. 

M  aotloa  otQ  he  BudHtaiaed  ia'  a  State  oomt  for  a  tort  oomaltted  upon  oae  of  iii 
oltUma  iHihia  the  Umite  of  tins  Bsooklyn  Navy  Yaid."" 

Motion  to  vacate  order  diBinissiiig  complaint 

This  was  an  action  to  rocover  dami^es'  f<»?  an  aMwU  aad 
battery  and  false  isipnaonmettt  committed  on  pUuiitiff  by  defend* 
ant's  orders  ontbe  4di  April,  1860.  It  was  alleged  that  on  the 
day  mentionedy  the  plaintiff,  who  was  employed  as  a  laborer  ia 
the  Brooklyn  fTavy  Yard,  was  arrested  without  process  by  tbe 
defendant,  who  was  the  excQiitive  offioer  of  the  yaiid,  and  k^t 
in  the  gaard-honse  for  about  four  houm,  and  until  a  warrant 
was  p/ocuj7ed  for  an  assaalt  and  battery  committed  by  him  the 
day  previous  upon  lieutenant  Almy,  outside  of  the  yard,  in  the 
city.  On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  asserted  tilat  plain- 
tiff made  threats  against  Lieutenant  Almy,  and  that  he  was 
merely  detained  to  prevent  him  from  executix^  such  threats. 
It  appears  that  the  assault  and  imprisonment  complained  of  in 
this  act\on  were'  oDOimitted  within  the  Brooldyn  Navy  Yard, 
and  at  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  plaintiff,  on  motion  of  de- 
fendant's counsel,  the  court  dismissed  the  complaint  The 
present  motion  was  to  vacate  that  order. 

Henry  A.  Moore  and  B.  D,  SiUiman^  for  defendant — ^An 
action  for  a  personal  tort  can  only  be  sustained  in  the  courts  of 
the  State  where  it  was  committed.     (Moloney  a.  Dows,  8 

^  OTermleB  a  preYiotu  decision  reported  in  19  Ham.  Pr,,  287. 
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AhboUs^Pr.^  316.)  The  ground  occupied  at  Brookljn  aa  a 
United  Statea  Navy  Yard,  with  the  exclueive  jurisdiction  there- 
over, waa  ceded  to  the  United  States  by  the  State  of  New  York^ 
and  au  action  for  a  tort  committed  therein  could  only  be  ,BUflf 
tained  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States.  The  courts  of  the 
State  of  New  York  have  no  jurisdiction  within  the  Nary  Yard, 
and  the  principle  precluding  jurisdiction  in  criminal  eases,  ap- 
plies in  personal  actions  like  the  presenL  (Moloney  cu  Dowa, 
8i^^;  2  JEmt^s  Cam.^  474.) 

James  Trajfj  for  the  plainti£ — ^The  decision  in  the  oase  of 
Moloney  a.  Dows  has  no  application  as  authority  here.  Moloney 
and  Dows  were  both  resident  citizens  of  the  State  of  Oalifomia, 
and  the  tort  for  which  the  action  was  brought,  was  committed 
there.  They  were  both  foreignersy  therefore,  as  far  as  the  courts 
of  New  York  were  concerned,  and  the  tort  was  in  a  foreign 
State.  In  this  case  the  plaintiff  is  a  citizen  of  the  State  of  New 
Tork,  consequently  the  aetion  is  not  between  two  foreignen  for 
a  tort  committed  in  a  foreign  State.  A  distinction  exists  ia 
point  of  jurisdiction  between  actions  between  foreigners  for  a 
tort  committed  in  a  foreign  country,  and  actions  for  a  tort  upon- 
one  of  our  own  citizens  in  a  foreign  country.  In-  tbe  former 
case,  our  courts  may  take  cognizance,,  but  the  exemse  of  juris- 
diction cannot  be  claimed  ex  debUajusticimy  and  on  principles 
of  comity,  as  well  aa  to  prevent  the  frequent  and  serious  in- 
juries that  would  result  from  doing  this  in  cases  indiscrimi- 
nately, they  have  exercised  a  sound  discretion  in  entertaining 
jnrisdictio6  or  not,  according  to  circumstancesw  (Gardner  a. 
Thomas,  14  Jokna*^  134 ;  Jolmson  a.  Dalton,  1  Cbf0.,  543.)  In 
the  latter  case  our  courts  have  jurisdiction,  and  the  exercise  of 
that  jurisdiction  is  not  only  a  right,  but  a  duty,  ^^  like  the  natural 
right  of  self-defence  in  iadividuala ;  the  right  of  protecting  its 
own  members  from  outrage^  is  an  inherent  right  m  erery  organ- 
ized community."  This  distinction  was  recognized  in  Moloney 
0.  Dows,  although,  the  precise  question  was  not  before  the 
court,  and  any  deeisiim  of  it  woukl  be-  at  best  but  obiter  dioia. 
The  distinction  is  also  recognized  by  the  Oonstitution  of  tbe 
United  States,  for  it  gives  jurisdiction  to  the  courts  of  the 
United  States  of  actions  between  aliens  and  citizens,  but  not  of 
actions  between  aliens  entirely.  The  reason  is  obvious.  We  aiB 
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bound  to  protect  our  own  citizenB,  and  claim  to  adjudicate 
whenever  their  rights  come  in  question.  (See  Moloney  a. 
Dows,  8  AlbotU^  Pr.,  816 ;  OcmH.  U.  A,  art  3,  §  2.)  The 
United  States  courts  have  no  common-law  jurisdiction,  and 
cannot  entertain  an  action  for  a  tort  conamitted  in  a  Navy  Yard 
or  elsewhere,  unless  the  action  is  between  citizens  of  different 
States,  or  citizens  and  aliens,  in  which  case  it  is  the  character 
of  the  litigants,  and  not  the  loeuB  in  quo^  which  gives  jurisdic- 
tion. (See  Dred  Scott  Case.)  National  ships  in  commiBsion 
on  the  high  seas,  are,  by  the  law  of  nations,  considered  as  an 
integral  part  of  the  national  teiritory,  exclusively  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  laws  of  the  nation  to  which  they  belong;  as 
is  the  Navy  Yard.  Yet  in  the  case  of  Wilson  a.  McKenzie, 
which  was  an  action  for  a  tort  committed  in  a  national  ship 
(the  brig  "  Somers'^)  on  the  high  seas,  it  was  held  '*  that  tres- 
pass may  be  maintained  in  the  courts  of  this  State  against  an 
officer  of  the  navy  for  illegally  assaulting  and  imprisoning  one 
of  his  subordinates,  though  the  act  was  done  upon  the  high 
seas  under  color  ofnavid  discipline."  (Wilson  a.  McEenzie, 
7  HiU^  95.)  Again,  in  Moloney  a.  Dows,  the  defendant  was 
charged  with  getting  up  a  treasonable. insurrection  in  GaIifo^ 
nia,  and  as  an  officer  of  the  Vigilance  Committee,  conunitted 
the  assault  and  imprisonment  compluned  of  on  the  plaintiff  in 
the  course  of  hostilities.  This  was  put  in  issue  by  the  answer. 
A  verdict  would  determine  the  fact.  The  court  says :  "  It  is  the 
settled  policy  of  these  States  to  abstain  from  all  interference 
with  such  disturbances  arising  within  the  borders  of  a  foreign 
country ;  it  would  be  a  violation  of  comity,  and  an  offence 
against  the  laws  of  a  sister  State,  to  allow  her  citizens  to  prose- 
cute actions  here  against  their  fellow-citizens,  for  acts  arising 
within  her  borders,  for  which  she  denies  a  remedy."  No  such 
question  arises  in  the  present  case ;  and  the  principle  which 
would  confine  the  jurisdiction  in  actions  of  tort  to  the  courts  of 
the  State  in  which  it  occurred,  would  go  further  if  correct,  and 
confine  jurisdiction  in  such  actions  to  the  courts  in  the  county 
where  it  was  committed.  (1  Comst.^  687;  jFideraliHj  89; 
Smith  a.  Bull,  17  Wend.,  823.) 

CuLVKB,  J. — ^I  am  satisfied,  on  a  full  review  of  the  evidence, 
ezceptionsy  and  rulings  in  this  case,  that  the  action  can  be  sas- 
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tained  in  the  ooarts  of  this  State,  thoagh  the  injurj  was  com- 
mitted in.  the  Navj  Yard.  The  case  of  Moloney  a.  Dows  (8 
AhboUs*  Pr.j  316),  can  have  no  application  to  this  action.  The 
order  dismissing  the  complaint  must  be  set  aside,  with  costs  of 
former  trial,  and  $10  costs  of  this  motion  to  abide  event 
Order  accordingly. 


BROWN  a.  BUCKINGHAM. 
Supreme  Churt^  First  JHsUict;  Special  Term^  Deeemberj  1860. 

FLBADma. — ^OoumrEB-cLAiH. 


In  aa  action  to  recover  pomesdon  of  penonal  property  deliYered  to  defendant 
under  a  contract,  defendant  may  set  np  as  a  counter-claim,  a  lien  arising  in  his 
&Yor  by  Tirtae  of  the  same  contract.  There  is  no  reason  why,  in  an  action  for* 
the  poBBesflion  of  personal  property,  all  the  claims  of  either  party  against  the 
other,  arising  out  of  the  transaction  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  may  not  be 
determined,  as  well  as  in  an  action  technically  on  contract.* 

Bat  it  is  not  enough  to  aver  that  the  alleged  oounter-daim  arose  out  of  the 
transaction  set  forth  in  the  complaint.  The  fiscts  which  show  tliis  to  be  so 
must  be  averred.    So  hdd,  on  demurrer. 

« 

Demurrer  to  complaint 

The  plaintiffs  stated  in  their  complaint,  that  they  were  the 
owners,  and  entitled  to  the  immediate  possession,  of  three  hun- 
dred and  twenty-five  pounds  of  silk,  of  the  value  of  one  thou- 
sand dollars,  which  was  delivered  to  the  defendant  for  the 
special  purpose  of  being  manufactured  into  sewing  or  fringe 
silk,  and  which  had  been  so  manufactured ;  and  which  silk  the 
defendant  illegally  detained,  after  demand  thereof;  and  they 
demanded  judgment  for  the  possession  of  the  silk,  or  for  one 


•  To  the  contrary  is  Oottier  s.  Babcock  (7  Ante,  892,  npte),  but  compare  Llgnot 
a.  Bedding  (4  E.  D.  Smkh,  285) ;  Fiser  a.  Steams  (1  SilL,  86) ;  Murden  a.  Priment 
(/5.,  75) ;  Merrick  d.  Gordon  (20  iV.  T.  (6  8mUh),  98) ;  Bdgerton  a.  Page  (10  AnU,' 
119). 
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thouikaad  doUais,  the  yalue  thereof,  in  case  it  Q^BOt  be  de- 
livered, and  for  damages  and  costs  of  the  action. 

The  defeudaiot,  ]>j  iu;^wer,  denied  the  plaintiffs'  alleged 
right  to  the  possessioxi  of  the  silk,  and  claimjed  to  have  a  Hen 
thereon  for  the  snm  of  fiv^  hundred  and  sii^ty-e^ht  dollars  and 
fifty-one  cents ;  and  also,  by  way  of  connter-claim,  alleged  that 
in  February,  1860,  he  sold  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs  cer- 
tain silk,  for  which  there  remained  due  to  him  the  snm  of  four 
hundred  dollars ;  and  averred  that  such  sale  and  delivery  arose 
out  of  the  contract  and  transaction  set  forth  in  the  complaint, 
as  the  foundation  of  the  plaintiffs'  claim,  and  was  connected 
with  the  subject  of  tlys  i^Qtion. 

The  plaintiffi  demurred  to  the  matter  stated  in  the  answer 
by  way  of  conater-claim,  as  qot  contaii^n^  facts  sidpEicient  to 
constitute  a  counter-claim. 

Bliss  dk  Barlou}^  for  plahitifik 

ff.  i&  (7.  JS>  Andrews,  for  defendant. 

/ 

*  Bojsnsaa^  J.-rrThe  first  poio^  made  by  tljie  plaiptiffs^  on  their 
demurrer,  is  that  a  counter-claim  cannot  be  pleaded  iu  an  action 
for  the  possession  of  personal  property. 

The  Oode,  in,  general  t^ermsi.  apd  without  limitatioA  ^  to.  the 
natore  of  the.  action,  provides  (§§  149,  150)  that  the  aMUS^r 
may  contain  a  statement  of  any  new  matter  oonatilBlifig  a 
counter-claim,  which  is  a  cause  of  action,  arising  out  of  the 
contract  or  transaction  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  as  the  founda- 
tioQ  of  the  plain tifi&'  cla^im,  or  qopnected  with  the  subject  ot 
the  action*  This  language  1$,  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  in- 
clude the  present  case,  and  permits  the  pleading  of  a  counter- 
claim in  this  action;  and  although  the  action  of  replevin,  or 
for  the  possession  of  personal  property,  as.it  is  now  named,  is 
considered  as  foundedt  upon  tort,  I  can  see  no  good  reason  for 
holding  that  all  claims  or  either  of  the  parties  against  the  other, 
arising  out  of  the  transaction  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  and 
made  the  foundation  of  the  plaintiffs'  claim  therein,  cannot  be 
adjusted  and  determined  in  one  suit  of  this  form  of  action,  as 
well  as  in  an  action  properly  and  technically  oa>  oonlnRaat  And 
such  I  understand  to  be  the  effect  of  the  decisions  of  this  subject 

But  the  plaintiffs  insist  that  this  answer  does  not  state  facta 
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which  show  that  the  alleged  counter-claim  afiseB  odt  of  the 
transaction  set  fortli  in  the  complaint ;  and  this  point,  in  my 
opinion,  ie  well  taken.  The  answer  does  not  state  that  the  silk, 
Bold  by  defendant  to  plaiutiffis,  was  the  same  silk  of  which  plain- 
tiffs now  seek  to  recover  the  possessioh ;  or  that  it  iVais  sold  or 
delivered  under  any  contract  which  included  or  applied  to  the 
silk  demanded  by  plaintiffs ;  nor  set  forth  any  facts  connecting 
in  any  way  the  transaction  stated  in  the  complaint,  with  the 
supposed  cause  of  action  stated  in  the  answer,  llie  averment 
is,  that  the  sale  and  delivery  of  silk  by  defendant  to  plain- 
tiffs, alleged  in  this  answer,  arose  out  of  die  contract  and  trans- 
action set  forth  in  the  complaint  This  may  b^  so,  but  no 
physical  fact,  capable  of  being  established  by  evidence,  is 
stated  which  shows  it,  and  the  averment  is  of  a  conclusion  of 
law.  (Vto  Shaick  A.  Winne,  16  -ftirS.,  89 ;  Jones  a.  Phoenix 
Bank,  8  ZT.  T.  (4  /S?&?.),  235.) 

For  this  reason  judgment  must  be  rendered  for  plaintiff  on 
the  deiHurrer,  with  leave  to  defendant  to  aniend  his  an6lrer  in 
twenty  days  on  payment  of  the  costs  to  the  demurrc^r. 


TUOKERMAIf  a.  BBOWN. 
Supreme  Oourij  SixUi  District}  OensrdL  Term^  Jvly^  1860. 

RbCBIVEB. — ^InSUBANOB  CJoMPANY. — CoBPoitATiON. — ^WlTHDBAWAL 

OF  Capital. 

The  objection  that  a  plaintiltf  suing  as  receiver  of  a  corporation  doe^  noi  ^tiow  that 
his  ai^)ointmMt  was  ftmnded  on  a  petition,  does  not  appl^  where  the  receiver 
was  appointed  on  consent  of  the  oorporatioD,  in  an  action  brongUt  ifnder  scfction 
40  of  2  Revised  Statutes,  46S. 

Koies  given  to  an  insurance  company,  under  section  5  of  the  general  law,  are  abso- 
lute and  payable  at  all  events  without  an  assessment.  They  are  tfot  contingent 
on  the  happening  of  lessea. 

Hence,  when  there  are  two  departments  in  aoompany*-one  stock  and  one  mutual 
—it  is  no  defence  to  a  note  given  on  insurance  in  the  nxutual  department,  that 
all  the  losses  In  that  department  have  been  paid,  and  that  the  unpaid  losses 
seemed  in  the  othef  depitfttoent. 

A  corporation  cannot  make  a  valid  agreement  with  one  who  delivers  to  thenr 
secoritles  to  form  a  part  of  their  original  capital,  and  going  to  make  up  the 
amount  of  such  csj^tal  required  by  law,  that  they  will  subsequently  surrender 
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the  flame  for  a  lets  secaritj,  which  will  not  meet  the  requirements  of  the  law. 
Such  an  agreement  is  a  fraud  upon  the  law. 
The  surrender  and  cancelling  of  such  a  secnritj,  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement, 
does  not  release  the  liability  of  the  one  who  gave  it  to  the  corporation.  To 
allow  it  to  hav^  efEact  would  be  to  sanction  a  iR^ithdrawal  of  capital,  contrsiy  to 
section  1,  of  art.  1,  tit.  2,  chap.  18,  part  1,  of  the  Bevised  Statutes. 

Motion  for  judgment  on  verdict. 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Oeorge  T.  TucJcerman^  for  the  plaintiff. 
Burditt  dk  Jjyneiy  for  defendant 

By  thb  Coubt.* — Pabxer,  J. — ^The  New  York  Central  In- 
surance Company  was  organized  in  the  year  1851^  under  the 
general  law  of  1849  {Laws  of  1849,  eh.  808),  for  the  purpose 
of  making  insurance  on  dwelling-houses,  &c.,  against  loss  or 
damage  by  fire,  as  provided  in  the  second  subdivision  of  the 
first  section  of  the  said  act.  Its  charter  provided  that  its  busi- 
ness should  be  conducted  upon  the  plan  of  mutual  insurance ; 
that  its  capital-stock  should  be  at  least  one  hundred  thousand 
dollars,  consisting  of  premium  notes  and  premiums  received,  and 
such  capital  as  by  the  consent  of  the  board  of  directors  ahoiild 
have  been  added ;  and  that  the  corporation  might,  in  their  dis- 
cretion, divide  applications  for  insurance  into  two  or  more 
classes,  according  to  the  degree  of  hazard ;  and  the  premium 
notes  should  not  in  any  such  case  be  assessed  for  any  loes 
except  in  (he  class  to  which  they  should  belong. 

By  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  aforesaid,  it  is  provided  that 
no  Mutual  Insurance  Company  organized  under  ^e  act  in  any 
county  in  the  State  other  than  the  <city  and  county  of  New 
Tork,  and  the  county  of  Kings,  shall  commence  businees  until 
agreements  have  been  entered  into  for  insurance,  the  preminmB 
on  which  shall  amount  to  one  hundred  thousand  doUan ;  and 
the  notes  received  therefor  payable  at  the  end  of  or  within 
twelve  months  from  date  thereof,  are  to  be  considered  a  part  of 
the  capital-stock,  and  are  to  be  deemed  valid,  and  shall  be 
negotiable  and  collectable  for  the  purpose  of  paying  any  loeses 
which  may  accrue,  or  otherwise. 

*  Present,  Mason,  Baloom,  CAMrBSLiii  and  pAassa,  JJ. 
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By  section  19  of  the  act,  it  is  provided  that  notes  taken 
in  advance  of  premiums,  under  the  act,  are  not  to  be  considered 
debts  of  the  company,  in  determining  whether  a  company  is  in- 
solvent, but  are  to  be  regarded  as  assets  of  the  company. 

It  is  provided  in  section  11  of  the  act,  that  the  comp- 
troller of  the  State  shall  himself  examine,  or  cause  an  exam- 
ination to  be  made  by  three  disinterested  persons,  specially 
appointed  by  him  for  that  purpose,  who  shall  certify  under  oath, 
in  the  case  of  a  mutual  company,  that  it  has  received,  and  is  in 
the  actual  possession  of  the  capital,  premiums,  or  engagements 
of  insurance,  as  the  case  may  be,  to  the  full  extent  required 
by  section  5  of  the  act ;  which  certificate,  together  with  the 
charter,  is  declared  to  be  the  authority  of  the  company  to  com- 
mence business  and  issue  policies.  The  defendant,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  aiding  in  the  formation  of  the  company,  and  enabling  it 
to  commence  business  and  issue  policies,  agreed  for  an  insurance 
upon  his  property  of  $1,400,  and  gave  his  premium  note  for  the 
full  amount  of  $1,400,  in  advance  of  the  issuing  of  a  policy  to 
him,  which  note  was  as  follows,  viz. : 

$1,400.   For  value  received  in  policy  No.  407,  dated  April  1st, 

1851,  issued  by  the  Kew  York  Central  Insurance  Company,  I 

promise  to  pay  the  said  company,  or  their  treasurer,  for  the 

time  being,  the  sum  of  fourteen  hundred  dollars,  in  such  por^ 

tions  and  at  such  time  or  times  as  the  directors  may,  agreeably 

to  their  charter  and  by-laws,  require* 

Kathah  R.  Bbowk. 
Dated  April  1st,  1851. 

The  note  was  actually  made  in  February,  1851,  and  the 
date  was  then  left  blank.  It  was  presented  to  the  commis- 
sioners, who  made  the  examination  required  by  section  14, 
and  formed  in  part  the  basis  of  their  certificate,  that  the 
company  had  received,  and  was  in  actual  possession  of  premium 
notes,  based  on  applications  for  insurance,  to  the  amount  of 
$100,000,  as  required  by  section  5  of  the  act. 

At  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  note,  it  was  agreed  between 
tiie  defendant  and  the  general  agent  of  the  company,  with  whom 
the  agreement  to  insure  was  made,  that  the  note  should  not  be 
taxed  or  assessed,  but  that  when  the  company  was  organized,  it 
riiould  be  returned,  and  a  smaller  note, — one  for  the  usual 
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amount  charged  for  insurance  in  Bach  companies, — aabstitated 
in  its  place.    In  porsnance  of  this  agreement,  the  note  was  snr- 
rendered  bj  the  gen^^l  agent  to  the  deJkndant,  the  same  or 
the  next  jear,  and  a  note  for  $700  snbstitttted  for  it,  which  also 
was  snbseqaentlj  taken  np.    The  general  agent  testified,  in 
relation  to  such  substitution,  and  the  subsequent  settlement  of 
the  smaller  note,  as  follows :  *^  The  amount  of  the  small  note 
was  much  larger  than  the  usual  notes  given  for  insurance  on 
that  kind  of  property;  the  company  did  not  wish  to  reduce 
the  amount  of  their  capital-stock  below  $100,000.    Hie  new  or 
small  note  was  not  strictly  in  conformity  with  the  agreement 
made  at  the  time  the  large  note  was  given.    I  do  not  know 
whether  $700  was  the  amount  assessed  by  the  company  or  not 
I  returned  the  note  to  the  defendant  by  the  general  understaiid- 
ing  of  the  officers  and  directors  of  the  company.   The  small  note 
was  received  and  accepted  by  the  company  in  the  place  of  the 
lai^  note  for  $1,400.    I  annexed  the  smaller  note  to  the  appli- 
cation myself.    The  small  note  was  annexed  to  the  application 
by  the  direction  of  the  president  and  secretary  of  the  company. 
I  was  present  when  the  defendant  paid  money  to  the  company 
on  the  4tii  of  July,  1855,  before  the  company  became  insolvent 
The  defendant  paid  $230,  in  four  or  five  cases, — ^N*.  K.  Browni 
Eufus  Brown,  ^.  A.  Brown,  A.  E.  Arnold,  and  H.  B.  Tracy. 
The  money  paid  was  for  the  purpose  of  taking  up  the  reduced 
notes  of  those  persons,  and  in  full  satisfaction  of  said  note&  The 
understanding  was,  as  I  understood  it,  between  defendant  and 
the  secretary  of  the  company,  that  it  was  a  fnU  settlement  and 
satisfaction  of  the  small  notes,  or  the  liability  of  the  membere 
thereon ;  this  was  after  the  expiration  of  the  policiee.    There 
was  no  formal  action  taken  by  the  company  in  relation  to  these 
small  notes,  but  the'  settlement  of  them  was  fully  understood 
and  authorized  ^by  the  officers  and  directors  of  the  company, 
and  the  money  received  by  the  company*    I  tore  off  tiie  laige 
notes  and  took  smaller  ones ;  when  ti^e  smaller  notes  were  paid 
no  estimate  of  loss  was  made."    This  is  all  the  evidence  which 
the  case  shows  on  that  subject,  except  the  following  instrument 
in  writing,  dated  October  25,  1851,  signed  by  defendant  and 
several  others. 

^^  We  the  und^tigned,  being  desirous  of  promoting  the  pe^ 
manent  success  and  continued  usefulness  ol  the  New  York  Gen- 
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tral  Insnrance  Company,  do  severally  agree  that  the  premitim 
notes  heretofore  given  to  said  company  by  ns  respectively,  shall 
continue  to  be  held  by  the  treasurer  of  said  company,  and  liable 
to  be  assessed  when  necessary,  according  to  the  rules  and  prac- 
tice of  mutual  insurance  companies,  for  the  payment  of  which 
assessment  we  will  be  severally,  but  not  jointly,  accountable, 
without  recourse  to  any  other  person^  to  remain  during  the 
continuance  of  the  policies  on  which  said  note  or  notes  were 
given." 

In  the  year  1856  the  company  was  proceeded  against  in  this 
conrt  as  an  insolvent  corporation,  in  an  action  brought  against 
it  by  Horatio  J.  Olcott,  president  of  the  Central  Bank  at  Cherry 
Valley,  who  held  a  judgment  against  it,  obtained  upon  loans  of 
money  made  to  it  from  May  80, 1852,  to  March  24,  1853  (said 
Olcott  being  also  a  director  of  said  company),  and  was,  on  the 
6th  day  of  February,  1856,  adjudged  to  be  insolvenii,  and  its 
property  sequestered  for  the  payment  of  ils  debts;  and  the 
plaintiff  in  this  action  was,  on  the  same  day,  appointed  receiver 
of  its  property  and  effects,  with  all  the  powers  and  obligations 
given  and  imposed  by  article  8,  title  4,  of  chap.  8,  part  3,  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  and  shortly  afterwards  filed  the  requisite  se* 
curity,  and  entered  upon  the  duties  of  his  office  as  such  receiver. 
The  plaintiff,  after  entering  upon  the  duties  of  his  office,  pro* 
ceeded  to  ascertain  the  liabilities  of  the  company,  and  to  assess 
notes  and  evidences  of  debt  held  by  it.  He  testified,  on  the 
trial,  that  the  liabilities  of  the  company  amounted  to  about 
$80,000,  and  the  assessments  to  $40,000,  he  allowing  $10,000  for 
bad  debts  and  expenses  of  collection ; — that  the  whole  amount 
of  notes  and  evidences  of  debt  upon  which  the  assessment  was 
made  was  from  $115,000  to  $120,000 ;  that  he  assessed  $532,  to 
be  paid  on  defendant's  note  of  $1,400,  and  on  the  9th  of  July, 
1856,  demanded  payment  thereof  personally  of  defendant ;  and 
he  having  omitted  to  pay  the  same  for  thirty  days  thereafter, 
pursuant  to  the  by-laws,  this  suit  was  commenced  on  the  18th 
day  of  August,  1856. 

The  defendant  insists,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  plaintiff  can- 
not maintain  the  action,  because  he  was  not  duly  appointed 
receiver,  and  cites  Bangs  a.  Mcintosh  (28  Barb.^  591).  This 
case  does  not  come  within  Judge  Smithes  opinion  in  that  case ; 
for  here  the  judgment  of  the  court  appmnting  the  receiver  does 
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not  rest  upon  the  petitioa  provided  for  in  section  36  (2  Hev.  Statj 
463, 1  ed.) ;  but  an  action  was  brought  under  section  40,  the 
corporation  was  served  with  the  summons  and  complaint,  ap- 
peared in  the  action,  and  consented,  in  writing,  to  the  judgment 
by  which  the  plaintiff  was  appointed  receiver.  There  can  be  no 
doubt  of  his  due  appointment. 

The  note  in  question,  when  made,  became  a  portion  of  the 
original  stock  of  the  company,  and  was  absolute  and  payable  at 
all  events  without  an  assessment.^  This  I  consider  settled  by  the 
decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  White,  receiver,  Ac.  a. 
Haight  (16  JT.  T.  310,  821).  Judge  Denio,  in  giving  the 
opinion  of  the  court  in  that  case,  after  saying  that  the  note 
given,  pursuant  to  section  5  of  the  act  of  1849  (and  in  its 
terms  entirely  similar  to  the  one  in  this  case),  was  absolute  and 
payable  at  all  events,  proceeds  as  follows:  ^'The  language  of 
section  5  does  not  admit  of  any  other  interpretation.  It 
seems  to  me  to  h€  chosen  with  a  view  to  distinguish  the  notes 
to  be  given,  from  such  as  should  operate  merely  as  guaranties, 
and  require  an  assessment.  They  are  to  be  given  for  premiums, 
in  advance,  upon  risks  contracted  to  be  taken.  They  are  to  be 
considered  as  capital.  They  are  to  be  valid,  that  is,  operative 
of  themselves,  and  not  on  account  of  the  happening  of  another 
event,  such  as  the  occurrence  of  losses.  They  are  to  be  negoti- 
able, and  may  therefore  be  indorsed  and  transferred  by  the 
corporation  at  its  pleasure.  And  they  are  to  be  collectable,  and 
may  be  sued  for  and  recovered  when  they  have  matured.  They 
may,  moreover,  be  transferred  or  collected  not  only  to  pay 
losses,  but  otherwise,  that  is,  to  obtain  money  for  any  other 
lawful  purpose.  This  language  cannot,  in  my  opinion,  be 
otherwise  understood  than  as  describing  ordinary  promissory 
notes,  available  for  the  purposes  for  which  such  notes  are 
usually  available." 

This  view  of  the  character  of  the  note  disposes  of  all  questions 
arising  in  the  case  respecting  the  assessment,  and  justifies  the 
exclusion,  on  the  trial,  of  all  evidence  to  sustain  the  third  de- 
fence set  up  by  the  defendant,  to  wit :  that  there  were  two  de- 
partments, a  stock  and  a  mutual  department,  which  were 
entirely  separate,  and  the  one  in  no  way  liable  for  the  debts  or 
liabilities  of  the  other;  that  defendant  was  insured  in  the  mutual 
department ;  and  that  the  losses  in  that  department  had  been 
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tvXLj  pidd  by  the  cash  premiamg  and  receipts  in  that  depart- 
ment; and  that  the  liabilities  unpaid  accmed  in  the  stock 
department  All  this  was  entirely  immaterial,  if  the  note 
"was  payable  absolutely,  at  all  events,  without  any  assessment 
Hie  corporation  having  been  declared  insolvent  and  a  receiver 
appointed,  he  was  entitled  to  collect  the  note  for  the  payment 
of  its  debts. 

The  question  in  the  case  remaining  to  be  considered  is, 
whether  the  company  was  authorized  to  give  up  and  cancel 
the  note. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  defendant  that  the  arrangement  made 
with  King,  the  general  agent,  when  the  note  was  given,  not 
only  authorized  the  company  to  surrender  the  note,  but  required 
of  them  that  }t  should  be  surrendered  and  the  smaller  note 
taken,  after  the  company  became  organized.  This  agreement 
between  the  defendant  and  King  I  regard  as  wholly  invalid  and 
void.  The  note  being  made  and  taken  to  aid  in  the  organiza- 
tion of  the  company,  and  to  enable  it  to  commence  business  by 
the  issuing  of  policies,  became  thereby  devoted  as  it  part  of  the 
capital-stock  of  the  company,  to  secure  the  payment  of  losses 
and  debts  of  the  company  which  should  accrue  during  its  entire 
existence.  To  allow  such  an  arrangement  as  was  made  respect- 
ing it  to  be  carried  out,  would  operate  as  a  fraud  upon  those 
who  should  become  insured  by  the  company,  and  upon  its  cred* 
itors;  and  not  only  so,«but  a  fraud  upon  the  act  under  which 
the  company  was  organized.  Such  an  agreement  would  be 
clearly  illegal,  and  the  carrying  of  it  out  by  the  officers  of  the 
company  a  plain  breach  of  duty  on  their  part  The  Legislature 
in  carefully  providing  as  they  have  done,  by  the  fifth  section  of 
the  act,  that  no  mutual  insurance  company  shall  commence 
business  until  agreements  have  been  entered  into  for  insufance, 
the  premiums  on  which  shall  amount  to  one  hundred  thousand 
dollars,  secured  by  notes  received  therefor,  of  course  intended 
that  such  notes  should  be  real,  and  not  sham  notes,  such  as  this 
18  claimed  to  be ;  and  a  proper  construction  and  enforcement 
of  the  act  must  prevent  any  such  evasion  of  its  intent  as  is*  here 
attempted.  In  the  case  of  Brouwer,  receiver,  &c.  a.  Appleby 
(1  Sandf.  S.  t7.,  158),  the  Superior  Court  held,  in  respect  to  a 
note  given  under  section  12  of  the  charter  of  the  Atlantic 
Mutual  Insurance  Company,  which  is  similar,  in  this  respect, 
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to  the  aforesaid  section  8)  that  the  president  of  the  company 
had  no  power  to  make  an  agreement  to  give  it  up  at  the  end  of 
twelve  months^  which  it  had  to  run,  and  Judge  Oaklej  remarks^ 
that  *^  it  is  doubtfbl  whether  the  board  of  dihectors  conld  have 
made  such  an  agreement  without  a  valuable  consideration^  and 
in  Broawer,  receive,  &c.  a.  Hill  (1  Sand/,  S.  (?.,  OSO)^  the 
same  court  expressly  held  that  the  board  of  directcHrs  had  no 
such  powen  The  defendant's  counsel  rdies  upon  the  case  of  the 
Bank  of  Lyons  a.  Demmon  {Lahr^s  Sujk  to  Sill  dk  2>.,  898), 
as  authority  to  show  that  the  note  might  be  and  was  properly 
surrendered.  In  that  case  the  defendant  g&vie  his  note  for 
$1,000  to  the  bank  for  ten  shares  of  its  capitali^tock^  of  $100 
each,  with  the  understanding  that  he  could  return  the  stock 
and  take  up  his  note  whenever  he  desired  to  ^o  so.  And  it 
was  held  that  the  understanding  having  been  carried  out,  aiid 
the  stock  received  bade  by  the  bank,  the  receiver  of  the  bank 
oould  not  maintain  an  action  on  the  note. 

The  note  in  that  case  Was  very  differently  circumstanced  from 
the  one  in  the  case  at  bar;  it  formed  no  part  of  the  capital-stock 
of  the  bank,  and,  in  the  language  of  the  courts  the  giving  of  it 
up  upon  such  an  arrangement  was  not  ^'  a  fraud  upon  the  stoct 
holders  or  the  public,  or  a  violation  of  any  principle  of  the 
common  or  statute  law."  In  this  case,  as  before  sliown,  the 
note  formed  a  part  of  the  original  capital-stock  of  the  company, 
expressly  made  so  by  the  fif^h  section  of  the  act  of  1849,  under 
which  the  company  was  organized;  and  the  remark  above 
quoted  from  the  opitiion  of  the  court  in  that  case  certainly  can^ 
not  be  applied  to  this ;  for  the  surrender  of  the  note  in  this  case 
was  both  a  fraud  upon  the  insurers  in  the  company  and  the 
public,  and  a  violation  of  an  express  statutory  provision.  The 
act  of  1849  subjects  all  companies  formed  under  it  to  all  the 
provisions  of  the  Itevised  Statutes  in  relation  to  corporations, 
so  far  as  the  same  are  applicable ;  under  art  1,  titie  2,  of  chapi 
18,  of  the  first  part  of  the  Be  vised  Statutes,  the  dii^ectors  of 
moneyed  corporation^  are  prohibited  from  doing  the  very  thbg 
which  was  done  in  this  case.  The  first  section  of  that  article 
provides  as  follows : 

§  1.  It  shall  not  be  lawful  for  the  directors  of  any  moneyed 
corporation,  1.  To  make  dividends,  &c. 

2.  To  divide,  withdraw^  or  in  any  mam/MT  pay  to  the  stock- 
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holders,  or  any  of  them,  any  part  of  the  capital-stock  of  the 
corporation,  or- to  reduce  such  capital-stock  without  the  consent 
of  the  Legislature." 

.  And  by  the  third  artiolQ  of  thail  title  it  is  provided  that  the 
term  ^^  moneyed  corporation,"  as  used  in  the  title,  ^^  shall  be 
oonstnied  to  me^  e^cry  corporation  haviog  banking  powers, 
or  haying  the  power  to  make  loans  upon  pledges  or  deposits, 
or  authofized  by  law  to  fi^n^te  wgnranpee.*^  The  siMrrendi^  of 
the  note  wai  witAdrawifkff,  so  much  as  it  represented  of  the 
capital-stock  of  the  company,  which  could  not  legally  be  doi^e. 
The  note,  therdTore,  could  not  be  given  up  and  cancelled  with* 
out  mi  equivid^t,  Thi^  prohibitioB  is  absolutoy  not  oooditicmod 
that  the  eorporation  shall  be  left  solvent,  or  witb  a  t^eciic 
amount  of  capital.  It  matters  not,  then,  whether  the  company 
was  solvent  when  the  note  was  ca;ncelled,  nor  whether  it  had 
pemaining  a  oiqMtal  of  $100,000.  Those  who  iasured  in  the 
eompany  ah&t  ft^oomraenced  busisess,  and  gave  their  premium 
not^  had  a  right  to  look  to  the  original  capital  with  which  it 
started  for  their  seicurity ;  au4  to  allow  that  original  capital  to 
be  withdrawn,  even  if  a.  like  amount  should  have  been  received 
and  accumulated,  in  subsequent  premium  notes,  would  be  a 
fraud  on  the  makers  of  such  subsequent  notes,  and  would  be,  at 
aU  evf^nta,  equally  within  the  prc^ibition  <^  the  statole. 

If  I  am  coirect  in  the  above  conclusions,  it  follows  that  the 
defendant  was  not  released  from  his  obligation  to  pay  the  note 
by  its  illegal  surrender ;  and  that  tho  receiver  may  maintain 
an  action  upon  ii.  (See  3  JSeld.y  328,  346 ;  1  San^.  3.  (7., 
629.)  Hiere  was  no  legal  defence  made  to  the  note,  and 
the  court  was  right  in  refusing  to  nonsuit^  and  in  directing  a 
verdict  for  tlie  plaintifil 

Judgment  should  therefore  be  ^ven  l<nr  the  plaintiff  on  the 
verdict 


Baloo3I|  J.,  dissented^ 
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2few  York  Common  Pleas;  At  Ohamiers^  January ^  1861. 

Cebtiobabi. — "Nkw  Yobk  Ck>MMON  Pleas. — ^Powkb  of  AmocurE 
JtTDOB. — Acting  Matob. — Mayob's  Powxb  to  bekoyb  Offi- 

0BB8. — DbUTSBY  of  BoOKS,  KTO. 

The  Supreme  Ck>tirt  hare  not  power  bj  oertlomrl  to  arrest  a  qiedal  prooeedlng,— 
a  g,f  prooeedlngB  to  compel  delivery  of  official  books  and  papers,  uider  1  Ber. 
Stat.,  124,  §§  60-68,— instituted  before  a  judjge  of  another  court  sitting  at  cham- 
bers, prior  to  any  final  determination  being  made  of  the  matter  invoWed. 

The  legitimate  office  of  the  common-law  certiorari  is  to  review  and  correct  de- 
cisions and  final  determinations,  not  to  divest  the  inferior  JnrlsdiGtIon  of  the 
right  of  terminating  the  proceedings,  nor  to  withdraw  from  it  the  question  to 
be  tried. 

Under  the  present  enlarged  jurisdiction  of  the  New  York  Common  Pleas  and  its 
judges,  the  provision  of  Laws  of  1844,  80,  ch.  82»— declarhig  that  no  habeas 
corpus  or  certiorari  shall  be  allowed,  removing  a  proceeding  before  judgment  or 
final  decision,  from  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas, — applies  not  only  to  proceed- 
ings in  the  court,  but  also  to  all  such  proceedings  as  by  statute  are  authorised 
to  be  instituted  before  any  judge  of  the  court. 

Upon  these  principles,  a  certiorari  addressed  to  a  jodge  of  the  Common  Ple^  to 
remove  proceedings  to  compel  the  delivery  of  books  and  papers  belonging  to  a 
public  office,  before  such  proceedings  have  been  brought  to  a  determination, 
may  be  disregarded  as  a  nullity  by  the  judge  to  whom  it  is  addressed. 

Under  the  various  provisions  of  law  relating  to  the  New  York  Common  Pleas,  aa 
associate  judge  of  that  court  possesses  the  power  conferred  by  the  Bevissd 
Statutes  upon  the  first  judge  of  the  county  in  respect  to  those  proceedings.       , 

Under  the  charter  of  the  city  of  New  York,  as  amended  1867  (1  Lam  qf  I86l, 
874),  in  the  absence  of  the  mayor  from  the  dty,  the  president  of  the  Board  of 
•  Aldermen  becomes  mayor  in  fact  for  every  purpose,  and  can  exercise  all  his 
powers.  Including  the  appointment  and  removid  of  officers. 

The  mayor  has  no  power  to  tutpend  the  chamberlain.  The  latter  officer  is  only 
the  chief  of  a  bureau,  and  it  is  only  heads  of  departments  tliat  he  may  suspend. 

Motion  for  an  order  for  the  delivery  of  the  books  and  papers 
pertaining  to  the  office  of  chamberlain  of  the  citj  of  Kew 
York. 

In  December,  1860,  during  the  absence  of  the  mayor  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  from  the  city,  the  president  of  the  Board  of 
Aldermen,  by  virtue  of  his  power  as  acting  mayor,  and  with 
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tho  concurrence  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen,  removed  Piatt 
from  his  office  of  city  chamberlain ;  and  with  the  consent  of 
the  Board  of  Aldermen  appointed  Devlin  in  his  stead.  The 
mayor  on  his  return  made  an  order  suspending  Devlin,  and 
Piatt  accordingly  refusing  to  deliver  over  the  books  and  papers 
of  the  office,  Devlin  obtained  an  order,  nnder  the  provisions  of 
the  Bevised  Statutes,  requiring  him  to  show  cause  why  he 
should  not  deliver  them. 

When  the  application  came  on  to  be  heard  before  Judge  Hilton, 
the  counsel  for  Piatt  served  upon  the  judge  a  writ  of  certiorari, 
which  had  been  allowed  by  a  justice  of  the  Supreme  Court,  re- 
quiring the  removal  of  the  proceedings  into  that  court 

John  E.  Devlin  and  Oreene  0.  Bronaon^  for4he  motion. 
Edgar  S.  Van  WinUe  and  Jamea  R.  Whitmg^  opposed. 

Hilton,  J. — ^This  proceeding  has  been  instituted  before  me 
under  1  Bevised  Statutes,  124,  §§  50,  51,  52,  53,  on  behalf  of 
Daniel  Devlin,  claiming  to  have  b^en  duly  appointed  successor 
of  Kathan  O.  Piatt,  as  chamberlain  of  the  city  of  New  York, 
to  procure  the  delivery  of  the  books  and  papers  appertaining 
to  the  office,  and  which  are  in  his  custody. 

The  sections  of  the  statutes  referred  to,  provide :  That  when- 
ever a  person  shall  be  removed  from  public  office,  or  his  term 
shall  expire,  he  shall,  on  demand,  deliver  over  to  his  successor 
all  the  books  and  papers  in  his  custody  in  any  way  appertaining 
to  the  office ;  and  in  case  of  neglect;  or  refusal  so  to  do,  such 
successor  may  make  application  to  any  justice  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  or  first  judge  of  the  county  where  the  person  so  refusing 
shall  reside ;  who,  upon  being  satisfied  by  proper  proof  that  any 
such  books  or  papers  are  withheld^  shall  grant  an  order  direct- 
ing such  person  to  show  cause,  within  a  short  and  reasonable 
time,  why  he  should  not  be  compelled  to  deliver  the  same.  At 
the  time  appointed  the  officer  must  proceed  to  inquire  into  the 
circumstances,  when,  if  the  person  charged  shall  make  oath  that 
he  has  truly  delivered  over  to  his  successor  all  such  books  and 
papers,  further  proceedings  shall  thereupon  cease.  But,  if  such 
oath  is  not  made,  and  it  appears  that  the  books  and  papers  are 
withheld,  the  judge  before  whom  the  proceedings  are  had,  shall, 
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by  warrant,  oommit  the  person  so  withholding  to  the  jail  of  the 
county,  there  to  remain  until  he  deKvers  orer  snch  books  and 
papers,  or  is  otherwise  discharged  according  to  law. 

Having,  upon  sufficient  proof,  granted  the  order  to  show 
cause;  at  the  time  appointed  the  parties  appeared,  and  the 
counsel  for  Mr.  Piatt  produced  a  writ  of  certiorari  issued  by 
the  Supreme  Court  in  this  district,  granted  at  a  special  term 
thereof,  held  by  Mr.  Justice  Barnard,  and  claimed  that  hy 
virtue  of  the  writ  all  my  powers  were  suspended  and  stayed, 
and  this  proceeding  was  removed  into  the  Supreme  Court. 

My  answer  to  this  was,  that  although  entertaining  great 
respect  for  the  tribunal  from  which  the  writ  emanated,  yet  I 
did  not  consider  it  as  possessing  the  power  to  arrest  a  proceed- 
ing thus  instituted  before  me  as  a  judge  of  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas,  prior  to  any  final  determination  being  made  of  the 
matters  involved.  That  if  the  writ  had  the  effect  claimed,  its 
operation  would  be  to  remove  a  statutory  proceeding,  intended 
to  be  summary,  before  a  judge  sitting  at  chambers,^  into  tlie 
Supreme  Court  at  a  general  term— »a  tribunal  possessing  no 
power  whatever  to  continue  or  complete  it,  or  to  give  any  relief 
to  the  application  thus  removed  in  its  incipient  state. 

On  reflection,  I  see  no  reason  to  change  the  views  thus  ex- 
pressed. There  cannot  of  course  be  a  doubt  as  to  the  power  of 
the  Supreme  Court  to  review,  by  means  of  ttie  common- 
law  writ  of  certiorBri,  the  final  adjudications  and  determina- 
tions of  all  officers  vested  by  the  Legislature  with  power  to 
decide  upon  the  property  or  rights  of  any  citizen,  and  who 
act  in  a  summary  manner,  in  a  course  different  from  that  at 
common  law.  But,  as  the  legitimate  office  of  the  writ  is  to 
enable  tiie  court  to  review  and  correct  the  decisions  and  final 
detMminations  of  inferior  officers  and  tribunals,  and  not  to  in- 
vest the  court  with  the  right  to  exercise  die  powers  thus  con- 
ferred by  statute  on  special  officers  and  tribunals,  it  necessarily 
follows,  that  the  writ  cannot,  before  trial  and  final  determina- 
tion, divest  the  inferior  jurisdiction  of  the  right  to  terminate 
the  proceeding  instituted  b^ore  it,  nor  does  it  withdraw  from 
it  the  question  to  be  tried*.  As  was  said  in  Lynde  a.  Noble  (20 
cibAtw.,  80,  83),  "  When  this  certiorari  was  granted,  there  had 
been  no  order,  judgment,  or  trial ;  the  magistrate  had  performed 
a  ministerial  act  only ;  he  had  administered  an  oath  and  issued 
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a  Bximinons.  By  allowing  a  certioi'ari  the  superior  tribunal 
would  be  assuming  an  original  jurisdiction  instead  of  a  power 
to  review  and  correct ;"  and  in  that  case,  Woodwokth,  J.,  in 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  remarked:  ^^I  have  not 
met  with  any  case  where,  in  a  civil  proceeding  before  an  inferior 
magistrate  who  has  express  jurisdiction  by  statute,  a  certiorari 
has  been  held  to  lie  to  remove  the  issue  or  question  to  be  tried 
by  the  magistrate,  to  the  Supreme  Court;"  and,  indeed,  he 
might  have  added,  that  according  to  the  whole  current  of  au- 
thorities from  the  earliest  times  to  the  present,  the  common-law 
writ  of  certiorari  never  lies  before  judgment.  Thus,  it  is  stated 
in  Bacon's  Abr.  (tit,  Certiorari^  560),  that  it  is  a  good  objection 
against  granting  the  writ,  that  issue  is  joined  and  venire  awarded 
for  trial  in  the  court  below.  In  Rex  a.  Nicholls  (2  Strange^  1227), 
it  was  held  that  a  verdict  could  not  be  removed  by  certiorari, 
from  the  sessions,  before  judgment.  (See  also  Comyn^s  Dig*^ 
tit.,  Certiorofri^  And  in  Haines  a.  Backus  (4  Wend.^  213),  llie 
late  Supreme  Court  held  to  this  view  in  a  case  in  all  respects 
analogous  to  the  present.  There,  proceedings  under  the  statute 
relative  to  forcible  entry  and  detainer,  were  instituted  before  a 
county  judge,  who,  upon  complaint  made,  had  issued  a  precept 
to  inquire  into  the  matters  in  question.  The  parties  appeared, 
but  previous  to  the  jury  being  called,  a  certiorari,  removing  the 
proceeding  into  the  Supreme  Court,  was  served  upon  the  judge, 
who,  thereupon,  suspended  proceedings  and  made  return  to  the 
writ.  On  motion  to  quash,  the  court,  per  Savage,  Ch.  J.,  held, 
"  that  the  certiorari  was  clearly  premature :  until  inquisition 
found  there  was  nothing  to  remove.  The  inquisition  could  not 
be  found  by  the  court,  but  could  be  obtained  only  in  the  method 
prescribed  by  the  statute.'*    (See  2  R&o.  8tat.y  510.) 

Many  other  cases  might  be  cited,  but  it  seems  unnecessary. 
Hiey  all  tend,  however,  to  recognize  the  writ  as  performing  the 
same  office  to  inferior  tribunals  or  jurisdictions,  that  a  writ  of 
error  formerly  did  to  inferior  courts  of  record,  and  that  in  its 
office  of  removing  final  adjudications  for  review,  it  poissesses  all 
the  characteristics  of  a  writ  of  error,  (Stone  a.  Mayor  of  New 
York,  25  Wend.^  517 ;  Morewood  a.  Hollister,  Pratt,  J.,  2  8eld.y 
309,  312 ;  Birdsall  a.  Phillips,  17  Wend.^  463,  468,  and  cases 
cited.) 

But  a  conclusive  answer  to  the  right  claimed  by  the  Supreme- 
Vofc  X  .—as 
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Court;  in  reepect  to  this  proceeding,  is  to  be  found  in  the  Lawar  of 
1844,  30,  ck  32,  which  declares  that  no  writ  of  habeaa  corpqa 
or  certiorari  shall  be  allowed,  whereby  any  cause  or  proceedii^ 
mf^  be  removed  before  a  final  jadgment  in  such  cause,  or  be- 
fore a  final  decision  in  snch  proceeding,  from  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  into  the  Supreme  Court,-— except,  that  transitory  ac- 
tions may  be  removed,  where  a  trial  ought  to  be.  had  elsewhers 
tha9  in  the  city  of  New  York.  Thia  statute,  however,  as  I 
bave  already  ^own,  was  only  dedaratoiy  of  the  exiatiDg 
law,  but  was  evidently  intended  to  place  the  question  beyond 
dispute. 

On  the  argument,  counsel  for  ICr.  Plat(  insisted  that  it  rs* 
lated  only  to  proceedings  in  court ;  but  when  it  ia  boroe  in 
m^nd  that  at  the  time  this  law  was  exacted,  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  existed  only  aa  a  court  of  common-law  juriadictb^, 
possessing  no  equity  powers  whatever,  and  therefore  no  right  to 
entertain  any  special  proceeding  as. a  court,  while  on  the  other 
hand  the  judges  were,  invested  with  almost  iiinunierable  powers 
in  special  statutory  proceedings,  it  follows,  I. think,  as  an  irresiat- 
ible  conclusion,  that  the  law,  to  have  any  effect  whatever,  mast 
have  the  interpretation  that  it  relates,  to  all  such  proceedings 
as  by  statute  were  authoriced  tp  be  instituted  before  any  judge 
of  the  Common  Pleas.   (See,  also,  2  JRev.  StoL,  389,  §g  2, 14, 16.) 

Believing,  for  the  reasons  stated,  that  the  writ  thus  served 
upon  me, — and  which  it  seems  was  procured  €X  porta,  and  upim 
that  groiind  irregular  (see  Munro  a.  Baker,  6  CW.,  396),  sad 
might  be  treated  as  a  nullity  (Shotwell  a.  Daniels,  S  Jokne.<,  341 ; 
Gmhatn?B  Prac.y  559), — was  not  only  improvidently  issued, 
but  unauthorized  by  law,  I  concluded  to  disregard  it,  aad .  di- 
rected the  proceeding  before  me  to  continue;  whereupon  it 
was  further  contended  on  behalf  of  Kr.  Platt»  tiiat  as  I  was 
not  the  first  judge  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleaa,  or  of  the 
county,  I  was  not  possessed  of  any  power  or  jurisdiction  in  the 
premises.  This  objection  it  is  prop^  to  say,  was  not  aceom* 
panied  by  a  reference  to  any  statutes  bearing  upon  the  point ; 
therefore,  for  the  information  of  the  counsel,  I  will  briefly  refer 
to  the  authorities  under  which  each  judge  of  the  oourt  is  in* 
vested  with  all  the  powers  of  the  first  judge  of  the  county,  and 
can  act  as  sucK  in  any  statutory  proceeding  which  may  be  insti- 
tuted before  such  an  officer* 
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I  believe  it  will  be  conceded  th&t  the  preeent  Coart  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  may  date  its  origin  far  bejond  that  of  any  judicial 
tribnnal  in  this  State.  Beginning  nnder  the  rale  of  Governor 
Stnyvesantj  in  1658,  it  wael  known  as  the  Oonrt  of  BargomasterB 
and  Schepens  (see  History  of  the  Court,  by  Judge  Baly, 
1  JE.  D.  Smithy  84) ;  with  several  changes,  more  particularly 
respecting  itis  jurisdiction,  it  continued  until  the  Dutch  formally 
surrendered  the  colony  of  New  Netheriands  to  the  English, 
when,  in  1674,  it  was  convened  acf  the  Mayor's  Court;  and 
tiins,  though  not  without  many  alterationi^  in  its  po^l^rs,  &c.,  it 
remained  do^n  to  1821  (see  Laws^  64),  when  it  was  changed 
to  that  of  "  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  of  County  Court  of  the 
city  and  county  of  New  York,"  and  a  first  judge  was  author- 
ized to  be  appoint^  to  preside  in  it.  In  1884  an  associate  judge 
was  added  (see  Laws^  118,  ch.  94),  and  in  1889  (see  Law€^  ch. 
116),  another;  each  possessing,  however,  all  the  powers  and 
jurisdictions  of  the  first  judge,  in  any  suit  or  proceeding.  Hie 
Constitution  of  1846  (art.  6),  in  reorganizing  the  judicial  power 
of  the  State,  did  not  interfere  with  ^e  court  as  thus  constituted, 
bat  on  the  contrary,  by  art.  14,  sec.  12,  eJEpressly  declared  that 
it  should  remain  with  its  thlBu  powers  and  jurisdictions,  until 
otherwise  directed  by  the  Legislature,  and  the  judges  thereof 
shonld  continue  in  office  until  the  expiration  of  their  terms,  or 
until  the  Legislature  should  otherwise  direct.  In  1847  (see 
LoMs^  279)  the  Legislature  provided  for  the  election  of  three 
judges  of  the  court,  who  were  to  select  one  of  their  number  to 
be  the  first  judge,  and  declared  that  the  judges  so  elected  should 
have  and  possess  the  same  powers  and  perform  the  same  duties 
that  the  first  and  assistant  judges  then  possessed,  had,  «nd  per- 
formed. Language  so  plain  as  this  would  not  seem  to  need  a 
judicial  interpretation,'  yet  it  was  construed  by  the  Court  of 
Appeals,  in  Benard  a.  Hargous  (3  Kem.^  259),  to  .continue  in 
the  present  judges,  not  only  all  the  powers  and  jurisdictions 
formerly  possessed  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  or  County 
Court,  or  by  the  first  and  associate  judges  thereof,  but  also  the 
power  of  Supreme  Court  Commissioner,  which  die  judges  there- 
tofore possessed  virttUe  officio. 

This  would  seem,  as  it  doubtless  is,  sufficient  to  justify  me  in 
entertaining  jurisdiction  of  the  present  proceeding;  but  I  may 
go  still  further.    By  the  Judiciary  Act  of  1847  (see  ZatM, 
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330,  §  36),  the  County  Courts  in  the  several  counties  of  this 
State,  except  in  this  city,  were  organized  with  all  the  powers 
of  the  former  Courts  of  Common  Pleas,  and  the  coanty 
judge  was  invested  with  all  the  powers  and  duties  and  juriadio- 
tion  of  the  former  judges  of  such  courts*  The  Code  of  Pro- 
cedure, in  1848,  somewhat  limited  these  powers  of  the  County 
Court,  but  continued  tiiem  respecting  all  statutory  proceedings 
like  the  present  Then, — and  as  it  would  seem,  further  to  place 
the  powers  and  jurisdiction  of  this  court  and  its  judges  beyond 
a  doubt, — ^in  1854  (see  LatiM^  464,  ch.  198),  a  law  was  passed,  de- 
claring that  the  present  Court  of  Common  Pleas  had  power  and 
jurisdiction  to  exercise  in  this  city  and  county  all  the  powers  and 
jurisdictions  then,  or  thereafter  to  be,  conferred  upon  or  vested  in 
the  County  Courts  in  their  cpunties,  and  also  the  power  and  jaris- 
diction  which  were  vested  in  the  Court  of  Commcm  Pleas  prior  to 
the  enactment  of  the  Code  of  Procedure  in  1848 ;  all  this  being  in 
addition  to  the  powers  conferred  upon  us  by  the  Code  (§  83),  ore; 
ating  us  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction  in  all  actions  and  proceed- 
ings, whether  at  law  or  in  eq^ty,  within  the  county  of  New  York. 
Having  for  these  reasons  determined  that  I  possessed  the 
power  conferred  by  the  statute  upon  the  first  judge  of  the 
county,  in  respect  to  proceedings  of  this  nature,  I  directed  the 
present  controversy  to  proceed  before  me.  Counsel /or  Mr. 
Piatt  then  presented  his  affidavit,  denying  that  he  had  been 
legally  removed  from  the  office  of  chamberlain,  or  that  Mr. 
Devlin  had  been  legally  appointed  his  successor.  In  opposition 
to  this,  a  record  of  the  proceedings  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen 
upon  the  removal  of  Mr.  Piatt  was  produced,  duly  certified  by 
the  clerk  of  the  Common  Council  (see  Laws  of  1832,  251,  ch. 
158,  §  3),  showing,  that  during  the  year  1860,  Alderman  William 
J.  Peck  was  the  president  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen ;  that  on 
December  24th,  Mr.  Peck,  being  then  acting  mayor  of  the 
city,  removed  Mr.  Piatt  from  the  office  of  chamberlain,  for 
certain  causes  alleged,  and  asked  the  board,  to  whom  he  ad- 
dressed a  written  communication  on  the  subject,  to  concur  in 
such  removal  It  appears  that  the  Board  of  Aldermen  concur- 
red, and  thereupon  a  message  was  received  from  the  acting 
mayor,  Mr.  Peck,  nominating  Daniel  Devlin  to  such  office,  and 
the  board  consented  thereto.  It  was  further  shown  to  my  satis- 
faction, that,  on  the  21st  day  of  December,  1860,  Hon.  Fernando 
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Wood,  the  elected  mayor,  left  the  City  and  State  of  I^ew  York, 
and  did  not  retom  till  the  S7th  of  the  month ;  during  all  which 
time  Mr.  Peck  attended  to  the  mayor's  office,  and  acted  as  the 
mayor  of  tiie  city ;  and  that  during  the  time  he  so  acted,  Mr. 
Wood  was  not  present  at  the  office. 

Opposed  to  the  appointment  thns  made,  Mr.  Piatt  alleges 
that  die  mayor  has  suspended  Mr.  DevUn  from  the  office  of 
chamberlain. 

Assnming  that  the  proof  and  claim  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Devlin 
is  sufficiently  denied  by  Mr.  Piatt,  it  becomes  necessary  for  me 
to  look  into  the  charter  of  the  city  for  the  purpose  of  determin- 
ing whether  the  removal  and  appointment  thus  made  is  in  con- 
formity with  its  provisions.  {Zaios  of  1857,  874,  §  1.)  By  sec- 
tion 17,  it  is  declared  that  whenever  there  shall  be  a  vacancy  in 
the  office  of  mayor,  or  whenever  the  mayor  shall  be  absent 
from  the  city,  or  be  prevented  by  sickness  or  any  other  cause 
from  attending  to  the  duties  of  his  office,  or  shall  be  removed, 
as  in  the  charter  provided,  the  president  of  the  Board  of  Alder- 
men shall  act  as  mayor,  and  shall  possess  all  the  rights  and 
powers  of  the  mayor  during  the  continuance  of  such  vacancy, 
absence,  or  disability. 

Section  22  provides  for  a  department  in  the  city  government, 
denominated  the  Department  of  Finance,  the  chief  officer  of 
which  shall  be  called  the  comptroller  of  the  city  of  New  York. 
In  this  department  there  shall  be  a  bureau  for  the  reception 
and  paying  out  of  moneys  belonging  to  the  city,  the  chief 
officer  of  which  bureau  is  called  the  chamberlain  of  the  city 
of  New  York,  who  is  required  to  keep  certain  books  of  ac- 
count. This  officer,  by  section  21,  is  to  be  appointed  by  the 
mayor,  with  the  consent  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen,  and  may 
be  removed  in  the  same  manner  with  the  heads  of  departments. 

The  power  of  removal  is,  by  the  same  section,  given  in  these 
words :  ''  The  mayor  shall  have  power  to  suspend,  for  cause, 
during  any  recess  of  the  Common  Council,  and  by  and  with  the 
consent  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen  to  remove,  any  of  the  heads 
of  departments,  except  the  comptroller  and  the  counsel  to  the 
Corporation ;  which  suspension,  and  the  cause  thereof,  shall  be 
communicated  to  the  Common  Council,  if  in  session,  and  if  not, 
then  at  the  first  meeting  thereof.  The  Board  of  Aldermen  shall 
have  power,  without  the  consent  of  the  mayor,  by  a  vote  of  two- 
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thirds  c^  all  the  meinbere  deoted,  to  remove  anj  of  the  heade 
of  department  for  casse,  other  than  the  eomptroller  and  the 
connael  to  the  Corporation." 

It  Bjeems  to  me  that  proviBions  bo  plain  and  unambigaoiis 
require  no  comment  or  explaaatkni.  In  tibe  absenoe  of  the 
mayor  the  president  of  the  Board  of  AMermen  becomes  mayor 
in  fact  for  every  purpoee,  and  can  exercise  all  his  powerB.  He 
may,  with  the  consent  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen,  remove  the 
chamberlain  and  appoint  another  in  his  place ;  but  as  this  offi- 
cer is  only  chief  of  a  burean  in  a  department  of  which  the 
comptroller  is  head,  there  is  no  power  of  snspenBioa  connected 
witii  him,  that  power  being  confined  to  the  heads  of  de- 
partments. 

The  conclusion  is  thus  foreed  upon  my  mind,  nhaccompanied 
by  any  doubt  whatever,  that,  imder  the  oircnmstanoes  disclosed, 
Mr.  Piatt  has  been  legally  removed  from  the  offixse  of  chamber- 
lain, and  Mr.  Devlin  has  been  duly  appointed  bis  successor, 
and  as  such,  is  entitled  to  have  delivered  to  bis  custody  all  the 
books  and  papers  in  the  possession  of  Mr.  Piatt  appertaining  to 
the  office.  (The  People  a.  Stevens,  5  BiU,  616,  626.)  I  must 
therefore  declare  that  it  has  been  made  to  appear  to  me  that 
such  books  and  papers  are  withheld  by  Mr.  Piatt  from  Mr. 
Devlin;  and  under  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  respecting 
proceedings  <^  this  nature  (§  53),  I  am  constrained  to  issue 
a  warrant  committing  Mr.  Piatt  to  the  county  jail,  there  to 
remain  until  he  shall  deliver  up  such  books  and  papers,  or  be 
otiierwise  discharged  according  to  law. 


MATTER  OF  COLLDTS. 

I/ho  York  Oym^  and  Termimr;  Deoembefj  1860. 

CsiMiirAL  Law. — ^IvguBsr. — OomcmiBifT. 

It  is  not  neoetwiy  that  a  anoner  on  holding  an  inqnisiUon  on  the  hpdf  of  a  per- 
son dead  or  woonded,  should  take  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  in  the  prasence 
of  the  accused. 

The  aocusedi  when  brought  before  the  coroner  npon  his  process  Issued  after  an 
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inqnisitioa,  has  no  right  to  require  the  exftmiaation  of  witneasea  to  eatabllsh 
his  guilt  or  innooenoe.  The  process  for  the  apprehension  of  the  accused  when  not 
in  custody,  and  the  mittimus  for  sending  him  to  prison,  are  based  solely  upon 
the  inquisition.  The  coroner  has  no  power  to  take  testimony  to  establish  the 
innocence  of  the  prisoner,  and  then  discharge  him  contrary  to  the  finding  of 
the  jury. 
A.  commitment  issued  by  a  coroner  against  a  person  charged  with  murder,  is  not 
Toid  for  the  omission  of  the  allegation  that  he  caused  the  death  *'  feloniously," 
if  it  is  such  that  the  finct  that  he  caused  the  death  feloniously  may  be  collected 
on  its  face. 

* 

Habeas  corpng  and  certiorari  to  inqnire  into  the  detention  of 
Philip  Collins. 

The  prisoner  was  confined  in  the  City  Prison  of  the  city  of 
Kew  York.  The  warden  of  the  prison  brought  him  into  court 
in  obedience  to  the  command  of  the  habeas  corpus ;  and  re- 
turned that  he  held  and  detained  the  prisoner  by  virtue  of  a 
commitment  (setting  forth  a  copy  of  it),  issued  by  William 
Schirmer,  coroner  of  the  said  city,  dated  December  11,  1860. 
The  commitment  recited  that  Collins  was  charged  before  the 
coroner,  on  the  finding  of  a  coroner's  jury,  with  having  on  De- 
cember 8, 1860,  at  the  city  of  New  York,  caused  the  death  of 
Henry  Binatils,  by  str&ing  him  on  the  head  with  a  club.  The 
proceedings  before  the  coroner  were  brought  up  by  certiorari. 
It  appeared  that  the  coroner  summoned  a  jury  according  to 
law,  and  examined  witnesses  before  them,  whose  evidence 
tended  to  show  that  the  prisoner  was  guilty  of  murdering  the 
deceased.  The  jury  inspected  the  body  of  the  deceased,  and 
delivered  to  the  coroner  their  inquisition  in  writing,  signed  by 
them,  in  which  they  certified  and  found,  that  the  deceased  cAne 
to  his  death  by  compression  of  the  brain,  '^  the  result  of  a  blow 
of  a  club,  or  some  blunt  instrument,  in  the  hands  of  the  pris:- 
oner."  It  did  not  appear  that  the  coroner  issued  any  process 
for  the  apprehension  of  the  prisoner,  but  it  did  appear  that  he 
was  in  the  custody  of  the  coroner.  The  following  certificate 
was  among  the  papers  brought  up  by  the  certiorari : 

Cobonsb's  Office, 


a 


City  and  County  of  New  York, 

Philip  Collins  being  duly  examined  before  the  under- 
signed, according  to  law,  on  the  annexed  charge,  and  being 
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informed  that  he  was  at  liberty  to  answer  or  not^  all  or  anj 
questions  put  to  him,  stated  as  follows,  viz. : 

Q.  What  is  your  name  ? 

A.  Philip  Collins. 

Q.  How  old  are  you  ? 

A.  Forty-four  years. 

Q.  Where  were  you  bomt 

A.  Ireland. 

Q,  Where  do  you  live  ? 

A,  No.  11  Albany-street. 

Q,  What  is  your  occupation  ? 

A,  I  keep  a  liquor  and  grocery  store. 

Q.  Have  you  any  thing  to  say,  and  if  so  what,  relative  to  the 
charge  here  preferred  against  you  t 

^.  I  am  innocent  in  every  respect. 

his 
Philip  *f  Coujnb. 
mark. 

Taken  December  11, 1860. 

WiLUAM  ScHiEMEB,  Coroner. 

The  commitment  or  mittimus  was  in  the  following  form : 

City  and  County  of  New  York,  ss. 

By  William  Schirmer,  Esq.,  one  of  the  coroners  in  and 
for  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  to  the  constables  and 
policemen  of  the  said  city,  and  every  of  them,  and  to  the  war- 
den of  the  City  Prison  of  the  said  city. 

These  are,  in  the  name  of  the  People  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  to  command  you,  the  said  constables  and  policemen,  and 
every  of  you,  to  convey  to  the  said  prison,  the  body  of  Philip 
Collins,  and  deliver  it  to  the  warden  thereof;  and  yon,  the  said 
warden,  are  hereby  commanded  to  receive  into  your  custody, 
in  the  said  prison,  the  body  of  the  said  Philip  Collins,  who 
stands  charged  before  me,  on  the  finding  of  a  coroner's  jury, 
^ith  having,  on  the  eighth  day  of  December,  1860,  at  the 
city  of  New  York,  in  the  county  of  New  York,  caused  the 
death  of  Henry  Binatus,  by  striking  him  on  the  head  with  a 
club ;  and  that  you  safely  keep  the  said  Philip  Collins  in  your 
custody,  in  the  said  prison,  until  he  shall  find  surety  in  the 
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sum  of  hundred  dollars  to  auawer  said  complaint| 

or  be  thence  delivered  bj  due  course  of  law. 
Given,  &c. 

The  prisoner  asked  to  be  discharged  from  imprisonment  on 
the  ground  that  the  commitment  was  defective,  and  that  no  wit- 
nesses were  examined  against  him  before  the  coroner  after  the 
finding  of  the  inquisition  bj  the  jury,  so  he  could  cross-examine 
them,  and  because  he  had  no  opportunity  to  produce  witness^ 
on  his  part ;  and  if  the  court  should  refuse  to  discharge  him, 
he  asked  that  the  case  be  investigated  before  the  Oyer 
and  Terminer,  or  some  o£Scer  to  be  designated  by  the  court, 
and  that  the  People's  witnesses  be  produced  and  examined  on 
oath  against  him,  in  his  presence,  and  that  he  be  permitted  to 
cross-examine  them,  and  produce  witnesses  on  his  part  to  show 
his  innocence ;  and  should  this  request  be  denied  him,  he  asked 
to  be  let  to  bail,  and  insisted  that  the  evidence  taken  before  the 
coroner's  jury  did  not  show  that  he  was  guilty  of  any  crime, 
unless  it  were  manslaughter  in  the  fourth  degree. 

CharlM  S.  Sjpencer  and  Jarne^  M.  Smithy  for  the  prisoner. 
John  H.  Anthony  assistant  district-attorney,  for  the  people. 

Baloolk,  J. — ^A  coroner's  jury  upon  the  inspection  of  the 
body  of  the  person  dead  or  wounded,  and  after  hearing  the  tes- 
timony, must  find  and  certify  in' their  inquisition  how,  and  in 
what  manner,  and  when  and  where,  the  person  so  dead  or 
wounded,  came,  to  his  death,  or  was  wound^,  as  the  case  may 
be,  and  who  such  person  was;  and  all  the  circumstanced  attend* 
ing  such  death  or  wounding,  and  who  were  guilty  thereof; 
either  as  principal  or  accessory,  and  in  what  manner.  (3  Heo. 
Stat.y  5  ed.,  1036,  §  6.)  K  the  jury  find  that  any  murder,  man- 
slaughter, or  assault  has  been  committed,  the  coroner  is  required 
to  bind  over  the  witnesses  to  appear  and  testify  at  the  next 
criminal  court  at  which  an  indictment  for  such  offence  can  be 
found,  that  shall  be  held  in  the  county,  and  if  the  party  charged 
with  any  such  offence  be  not  in  custody,  the  coroner  has  power 
to  issue  process  for  his  apprehension  in  the  same  manner  as 
justices  of  the  peace.    (/&.,  1037,  §  6.)    The  coroner  issuing 
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fiach  proeesB  ahall  have  the  same  power  to  examine  the  drfeni^ 
ant  as  Ib  posseaaed  bj  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  shall  in  all 
respects  proceed  in  like  manner..  (/&.,  §  7.)  There  ia  no  statnte 
that  directs  the  coroner  to  take  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses 
in  the  presence  of  tlie  party  accused,  who  are  examined  before 
the  jury;  or  that  T^uires  him  to  examine  any  witness^  t6 
eatablish  the  guilt  of  saoh  party  when  brought  before  him  by 
yiortue  of  process  issued  after  the  finding  of  the  inqnisition ;  or 
that  permits  suck  party  to  produce  witnesses  before  the  coroner 
to  show  himself  innocent  <^  the  crime  charged  upon  him.  It 
is^  however,  the  duty  of  the  coroner  to  present  before  the  jury 
aU  the  material  testimony  within  his  power,  touching  the  death 
or  wounding,  as  to  the  manner  whereof  the  jury  are  to  certify, 
and  that  which  makes  for,  as  well  as  against,  the  party  accused 
(See  Hale'd  Pleas  of  the  Orown,  Phila.  ed.,  1847,  with  notes  by 
Stokes  and  IngersoU,  vol.  L,  p.  415 ;  vol.  ii.,  pp.  60,  61.) 

I  think  the  ccMroner  issues  process  ^'  in  the  same  manner  as 
justices  of  the  peace,"  when  it  is  directed  to  the  same  officers, 
signed  by  him,  returnable  before  him,  and  in  the  same  form  that 
the  process  of  such  justices  is  in  like  cases;  and  when  he  exam- 
ines the  defendant,  he  ^'  proceeds  in  all  respects  in  like  manner 
as  a  justice  of  the  peace,"  if  he  conducts  the  examination  in  the 
same  way  as  a  jnstice  takes  examination  in  similar  cases.  When 
he  has  done  these  things,  his  whole  duty  is  performed  so  far  as 
it  relates  to  the  apprehension  of  the  accused  and  his  examinatiozi 
in  regard  to  the  offence  charged.  The  coroner  is  only  required 
to  return  to  the  next  criminal  court  of  record,  that  shall  be  held 
in  the  county,  the  testimony  of  all  witnesses  examined  before 
the  jury,  together  with  the  inquisition  of  the  jury,  and  all  recog- 
niaances  and  examinations  ti^en  by  him.  (3  JRev.  jStat.y  5  ed., 
1037,  §  8.)  He  is  not  directed  to  return  any  testimony  taken 
before  him  subsequent  to  the  finding  of  the  inquisition,  for  the 
reason  that  there  is  no  law  requiring  him  to  take  any. 

When. a  person  is  brought  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  upon 
criminal  process,  the  justice  must  examine  the  complainant  and 
the  witnesses  produced  in  support  of  the  prosecuticm,  on  oath, 
in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  in  regard  to  the  offence  chaiged. 
(3  jRev.  Staty  5  ed«,  996,  §  13.)  And  after  the  examination  of  the 
prisoner  is  completed,  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  statute,  his 
witnesses,  if  he  have  any,  shall  be  sworn  and  examined,  and  he 
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may  have  the  assistanee  of  connsel  in  Bach  examination.  (/&., 
§  17«)  The  examination  of  the  prisoner  before  the  justice  is  a 
very  different  thing  from  the  examination  of  the  witnesses  there, 
either  against  him  or  in  his  behalf.  Speeific  provision^  are 
made  for  doing  both ;  bnt  as  I  read  the  statutes  defining  the 
dntiee  of  the  coroner,  he  can  only  examine  the  jmsaner  in 
the  same  manner  that  a  justice  of  the  pefaoe  would  in  a  like 
ease,  and  is  not  authorized  to  examine  witnesses  eith^  against 
the  prisoner  or  for  him,  when  he  is  apprehended  by  yirtae 
of  process  issued  sub^uent  to  the  finding  of  the  inquisition 
by  the  jury,  or  is  in  custody  of  the  ooronBT  without  process 
at  the  time  the  same  is  found.  He  issues  his  procesp  for  the 
apprehension  of  the  accused,  when  pot  in  custody,  solely  upon 
the  inquisition,  and  also  his  mittimus  for  sending  him  to  prison 
to  await  the  action  of  the  grand  jury.  (1  Chitty^s  Cr.  Z.,  1^ ; 
Models  Pleas  qf  the  Orcwrij  vol.  ii.,  p.  68.)  *  He  has  no  power 
to  take  testimony  to  establish  the  innocence  of  the  prisoner  and 
then  discharge  him,  contrary  to  the  finding  of  his  jury.  I  think 
the  inquisition,  though  taken  in  the  absence  of  the  prisoner,  and 
upon  the  testimony  of  witnesses  he  could  not  cross-examine, 
settles  the  question  of  his  guilt  (at  least  so  far  as  it  concerns  the 
coroner)  until  the  grand  jury  passes  upon  the  case.  It  justifies 
the  commitment  of  the  prisoner  to  jail,  in  the  same  manner  that 
the  testimony  of  witnesses  does«  taken  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace.  (1  ChiUy*B  Or.  Z.,  164.)  He  has  the  privilege  of  telling 
his  own  story  before  the  coroner,  which  is  to  be  returned  with 
the  inquisition,  and  that  is  all.  He  cannot  be  discharged  on  it, 
however  plausible  it  may  be;  and  the  Legislature  has  not 
secured  him  the  privilege  of  proving  it  true  before  the  coroner 
or  grand  jury.  It  seems  to  me  that  if  the  Legislature  had 
intended  that  the  prisoner  should  be  confronted  with  the 
People's  witnesses  before  the  coroner,  or  that  he  should  have 
the  privilege  of  there  producing  witnesses  in  his  own  behalf, 
they  would  have  so  declared  in  unequivocal  language.  For 
such  proceedings  before  the  coroner  are  not  recognized  by  the 
common  law. 

In  England  ^'  a  defendant  may  be  prosecuted  for  murder  by 
coroners'  inquests,  euper  visum  oarporia.  The  finding  of  such 
inquests  [there]  is  equivalent  to  the  finding  of  a  grand  jury,  and 
a  woman  tried  on  a  coroner's  inquest,  for  the  murder  of  her 
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bastard  child,  may  be  foand  guilty  under  43  Greo.  IIL,  ch.  58,  §  4, 
of  endeavoring  to  conceal  its  birth ;  there  being  no  distinction 
in  this  respect  between  the  coroner's  inquisition  and  a  bill  of 
indictment  returned  by  the  grand  jury."  (1  ChtUy^s  Or.  ZaWj 
167,  162,  164.)  And  ^4n  cases  of  murder  or  manslaughter, 
where,  besides  the  indictment,  there  is  also  a  coroner's  inqaim- 
tion,  it  is  usual  to  arraign  the  prisoner  on  the  inquisition  im- 
mediately after  arraigning  him  on  the  indictment,  and  to  try 
him  on  both  at  the  same  time."  {ArcKbolcTs  Cr.  PLy  Water- 
man^s  ed.,  vol.  i.,  p.  108 ;  1  JEasfs  Pleas  of  the  Crown^  Lend,  ed., 
1803, 371.)  In  this  country  no  person  can  be  tried  upon  a  coro- 
ner's inquisition,  yet  the  inquisition  of  a  coroner's  jury  finding 
a  person  guilty  of  murder  has  about  the  same  force  against  him 
until  the  grand  jury  passes  upon  his  case,  that  an  indictment 
found  by  them  has  thereafter,  prior  to  his  trial.  There  is,  how- 
ever, this  difference  between  the  effect  of  the  two  in  England, 
and  also  in  this  country : 

^^The  finding  of  a  grand  jury  is  regarded  as  of  more  weight 
than  an  inquisition  taken  before  the  coroner ;  as  the  court  will, 
in  their  discretion,  bail  after  the  latter,  but  always  refuse  after 
the  former,  the  reason  of  which  may  be',  that  in  the  one  case 
they  can  look  into  the  depositions  to  see  if  the  evidence  sup- 
ports the  chai^  of  murder,  whereas  in  the  other  the  investiga- 
tion is  secret  and  does  not  admit  of  a  summary  revision."  {Th.^ 
164.)  The  courts  possess  the  power  to  let  to  bail  for  murder, 
even  after  indictment,  but  tiiey  never  exercise  it,  unless  after  a 
trial  and  a  disagreement  of  the  jury  there  appears  to  be  great 
doubt  of  a  conviction  ever  being  obtained.  The  prisoner's 
counsel  has  said  that  it  is  a  great  hardship  for  a  person  to  be 
imprisoned  for  months  by  reason  of  the  inquisition  of  a  coroner's 
jury,  when,  if  permitted,  he  could  establish  his  innocence  before 
that  officer ;  and  so  it  is,  but  it  is  no  greater  hardship  than  it  is 
for  an  innocent  man,  who  is  indicted  by  the  grand  jury  for  the 
crime  of  murder,  to  lie  in  jail  until  he  can  be  tried  in  the  Oyer 
and  Terminer,  when,  if  allowed  the  privilege,  he  could  have 
shown  his  innocence  by  cross-examining  the  People's  witnesses 
before  the  grand  juryf  or  by  there  prSucing  tiimony  in  his 
own  behalf.  The  answer  to  all  this  is :  That  the  law  does  not 
confer  such  privileges  upon  a  person  charged  with  homicide, 
and  the  courts  must  enforce  it  as  they  find  it    The  proceed- 
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ings  in  this  case  before  the  coroner,  the  inquisition  of  the  jury, 
and  the  commitment  of  the  prisoner  by  the  coroner  were  regu- 
lar, and  the  inquisition  is  sustained  by  the  evidence  returned 
therewith.  This  being  the  case,  the  prisoner  should  not  be  dis- 
charged or  have  the  case  investigated  again  before  it  is  passed 
upon  by  the  grand  jury. 

The  mittimus  is  not  void  for  the  omission  of  the  allegation 
that  the  prisoner  caused  the  death  of  Binatus  '^  feloniously," 
because  the  fact  that  he  ^'  feloniously"  caused  it,  may  be  collect- 
ed on  the  face  thereof.  {Bar.  Or.  LaWy  2d  ed.,  571.)  But  if 
the  conmiitment  were  irregular,  the  prisoner  could  not  be  dis- 
charged; for  the  reason  that  the  testimony  taken  before  the 
coroner's  jury  shows  that  Henry  Binatus  came  to  his  death  in 
the  city  of  New  York  on  the  eighth  day  of  December,  1860,  by 
compression  of  the  brain,  '^  the  result  of  the  blow  of  a  club,  or 
some  blunt  instrument,"  and  that  there  is  probable  cause  to 
charge  the  prisoner  with  unlawfully  inflicting  such  blow.  Such 
being  the  facts,  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  court,  even  though 
the  commitment  were  irregular,  to  let  the  prisoner  to  bail  if  the 
case  were  bailable,  and  good  bail  were  offered ;  or  if  not,  forth- 
with to  remand  him.    (3  Refo.  Stat.^  5  ed.,  888,  §  58.) 

The  prisoner  having  been  legally  committed  to  jail  for  the 
crime  of  murder,  and  it  appearing  there  is  probable  cause  for 
charging  him  with  such  offence,  he  should  not  be  let  to  bail, 
but  should  be  remanded  to  prison,  there  to  await  the  action  of 
the  grand  jury. 

Decision  accordingly. 


EEAD  a.  POTTER. 
Supreme  Chwrt^  First  District;  At  Chamiers^  October^  1860. 

Stay  of  Pbooeedikos  ok  Appbal. 

On  appeftl  from  a  judgment  cUrecting  the  deliveiy  of  personal  property,  such  as 
will  depreciate  by  time  and  nae,  It  would  not  be  jost  for  the  coart  to  allow  a 
itay  of  prooee^infB  upon  an  undertaking  to  obey  the  order  of  the  court  upon 
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the  appeal,  tinder  section  886  of  the  Code  of  Procedare.  The  re^Kmdeat  shoiild 
have  indemnity  for  the  uee  and  the  depreciation  of  the  property  in  caae  the 
jadgment  is  affirmed. 

Motion  for  stay  of  proceedings  on  appeal  from  8  jadgment 

Leonard,  J. — ^The  judgment  in  this  case  directs  the  deliveiy, 
&C.9  of  personal  property  now  in  the  possession  of  the  defend- 
ants, Potter  and  wife,  to  a  receiver.  The  property  is  such  as 
will  depreciate  by  time  and  nse. 

The  defendants  have  appealed  from  the  judgment,  and  pro- 
pose to  give  security  under  section  386  of  the  Code,  to  procure 
a  stay  of  proceedings,  and  application  is  now  made  to  the  court 
to  direct  the  amount  in  which  the  security  shall  be  given. 

That  section  provides  that  the  property  shall  be  delivered  to 
a  receiver,  &c.,  or  the  appellant  shall  execute  an  undertaking 
with  sureties,  in  such  amount  as  the  court  shall  direct,  to  the 
effect  that  the  appellant  will  obey  the  order  of  the  appellate 
court  upon  the  appeal. 

The  appellate  court  can  only  reverse,  affirm,  or  modify  the 
judgment  appealed  from.    (§  330.) 

Should  the  judgment  be  affirmed,  the  result  will  be  that  the 
defendants  will  then  be  required,  as  the  judgment  now  requires 
them,  to  deliver  the  property  to  a  receiver;  and  if  they  shall 
then  do  so,  the  plaintiff  will  have  no  remedy  on  the  undertak- 
ing given  on  the  appeal ;  that  is,  there  will  not  have  been  any 
breach  of  the  undertaking,  and  of  course  no  cause  of  action 
will  have  arisen.  ' 

Such  a  result  will  l)e  to  give  the  defendants  the  nse  of  the 
property  in  the  mean  time,  and  if  it  has  depreciated  in  value, 
plaintiff  will  sustain  an  injury  without  having  any  indemnity 
therefor  on  the  undertaking. 

The  appellant  is  not  to  have  a  stay  of  proceedings  on  such  an 
appeal,  unless  the  court  or  a  judge  thereof  so  order  (§  348).  The 
stay  may  be  made  oh  such  terms  as  to  security,  or  otherwise, 
as  may  be  jnst^  the  security  not  to  exceed  the  amount  required 
on  an  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  (§  848). 

In  a  case  like  the  present,  it  would  manifestly  not  be  just  to 
order  a  stay  on  any  undertaking  under  §  336. 

A  stay  of  proceedings  will  be  refused  in  this  ease,  unless  an 
undertaking  be  executed  in  double  the  value  of  the  proper^ 
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(if  it  is  of  leas  yalue  than  the  amount  of  the  judgment),  or  in 
double  the  amount  of  the  judgment  (if  the  property  be  of 
greater  yalue)  for  the  payment  of  a  certain  sum,  to  be  fixed 
aeconiing  to  the  value  of  the  proper^,  in  caoe  the  judgment  be 
affirmed. 


EDGERTON.  a.  FORD. 
Supreme  Court^  FHrst  District;  Ojsneral  Term^  December^  1860. 

Abbbst. — CoNDmoN  OF  Taoatino- 

Hm  discretion  exercised  hy  the  ooart  at  general  ienn  in  Imporing  a  stipulation 
not  to  sne  for  lalse  inprlsoomeiitf  &o.»  as  a  condition  of  vacating  an  order  of 
■cr«8t,  is  not  to  be  reviewed  by  the  court  below,  or  in  another  proceeding  at  a 
sabeeqnent  general  term. 

On  appeal  from  an  order  denying  defendant's  motion  to  vacate  an  order  for  his 
arrest,  the  order  was  reverMd  on  condition  that  he  stipalate  not  to  sne  for  the 
arrest ;  but  if  he  should  not,  the  order  was  affirmed  ; — ^and  he  did  not  accept  the 
condition.  BeH  thai  the  affinnauce  was  conclusive  oo  his  subsequent  motion 
to  set  aside  an  execution  against  his  person ;  and  the  court  would  -not  review 
the  order  on  the  ground  that  such  condition  was  oppressive. 

Appeal  from  order  rinsing  to  set  aside  execution. 

In  this  actioBL  an  order  of  arrest  was  granted  against  the  de- 
fendant, on  the  ground  of  fraud  in  contracting  the  debt  for 
which  the  action  was  brought.  He  moved  to  set  it  aside,  but 
has  motion  was  denied  at  special  term ;  and  on  his  appeal  to  the 
general  term,  the  order  denying  the  motion  was  reversed  con- 
ditionally, on  the  ground  that  by  accepting  a  note  for  the  debt^  and 
suing  thereon,  the  plaintiff  had  waived  the  right  to  arrest  The 
terms  of  the  order  of  reversal  were  as  follows :  ^^  Ordered,  that 
the  said  order  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  reversed  without 
coats^  on  the  defendant  stipulatioag  m  writimg,  to  be  served  on 
the  attorneys  for  the  plaint  within  tea  days  after  the  service 
of  a  copy  of  this  order  on  the  attorney  for  the  defendant,  not 
to  bring  any  action  for  malicious  prosecution  or  false  imprisoib* 
ment ;  but  should  he  neglect  to  give  such  stipulation  within  the 
time  aforesaid,  the  said  order  is  hereby  affirmed." 
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The  defendant  did  not  comply  with  this  condition,  and  plain- 
tiff  obtained  judgment,  ai^d  issued  execution  agaip9t  the  person. 

The  defendant  then  moved  at  special  term  to  set  aside  the 
execution,  on  the  ground,  among  others,  that  the  condition  em- 
braced in  the  order  was  illegal,  unjust,  and  oppressive,  and  con- 
trary to  the  statute.  The  motion  was  denied,  and  he  appealed 
to  the  general  term. 

C.  F.  Wetmarej  for  the  defendant. 
A.  K  Smithj  for  the  respondent. 

By  thb  Coubt.* — Suthebland,  P.  J. — The  order  of  the  gen- 
eral term  was  perfectly  conclusive  upon  the  justice  who  made 
the  order  at  special  term  appealed  from.  He  could  not  do 
otherwise  than  to  deny  the  ddfendant's  motion  to  set  aside  the 
execution.  That  motion  and  this  appeal  from  the  order  deny- 
ing it,  is  but  an  attempt  to  get  one  general  term  to  review  the 
decision  of  another  general  term. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Bonnet,  J. — ^The  defendant  moved,  at  special  term,  to  set 
aside  an  execution  against  his  person,  issued  upon  the  judgment 
recovered  in  this  action.  The  motion  was  denied,  and  defend- 
ant has  appealed.  The  papers  show  that  an  order  of  arrest  was 
made  in  this  action,  under  section  179  of  the  Code,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  defendant  had  been  guilty  of  fraud  in  contract- 
ing the  debt  for  which  the  action  was  brought  A  motion  to 
vacate  said  order  was  denied  at  special  term.  From  the  order 
drying  that  motion,  defendant  appealed,  and  the  oourt  at 
general  term  ordered  ^  diat  the  said  order  be,  and  the  same  is 
hereby  reversed  without  costs,  on  the  defendant  stipulating  in 
writing,  to  be  served  on  the  attorneys  for  the  plaintiffs  within 
ten  days  after  the  service  of  a  copy  of  this  order  on  the  attorney 
for  the  defendant,  not  to  bring  any  action  for  malicious  prosecu- 
tion or  false  imprisonment ;  but  should  he  neglect  to  give  such 
stipulation  within  the  time  aforesaid,  the  said  order  is  hereby 
affirmed."  The  stipulation  was  not  given ;  but  the  defendant 
insists  that  the  condition  in  the  order  requiring  it  is  illegal,  un- 

*  FrMeat^  Sotbulam]),  F.  J.,  Inoearax  and  BonirxT,  JJ. 
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juBt,  and  oppressive,  and  in  violation  of  the  statute^  and  diat 
the  order  of  arrest  has  been,  by  the  decision  and  order  of  the 
general  term,  in  fact,  vacated,  although  said  condition  has  not 
been  perfonned.  We  cannot  now  amend  or  review  the  order 
made  at  a  previous  general  term ;  but  onlj  determine  its  proper 
eoDstruction  and  effect  The  terms  of  that  order  are  clear  and 
explicit,  and  there  can  be  no  donbt  as  to  its  meaning.  The  re* 
qnired  stipulation  was  not  given,  and  consequently  the  order  at 
special  term,  denying  the  motion  to  vacate  the  c»rder  of  arrest, 
was  affirmed,  and  said  order  of  arrest  remains  in  fall  force. 

Upon  what  ground,  then,  can  this  execution  against  the  per>> 
son  of  the  defendant  be  set  aside  t  The  Code  (§  288)  provides 
that  execution  against  the  person  of  a  judgment-debtor  may 
issue,  if  the  action  be  one  in  which  the  defendant  might  hare 
been  arrested,  as  provided  in  section  179.  In  this  action  the 
defendant  was  actually  arrested,  under  the  provisions  of  section 
179 ;  and  the  court,  at  general  term,  has  affirmed  an  order  made 
at  special  term  denying  a  motion  to  vacate  such  order  of  arrest 
I  do  not  see  how  it  is  possible  to  decide  that  this  is  not  an  ac- 
tion in  which  the  defendant  might  have  been  arrested  while  he 
b  actually  under  arrest,  and  the  court  refuse  to  vacate  the 
order  by  which  he  is  held.  As  there  is  no  other  question  in 
the  ease,  the  order  made  at  special  term  must  be  affirmed,  with 
ten  dollars  costs. 

Order  accordingly. 


GREQOKT  a.  WRIGHT. 
Supreme  Ccrni^  Firet  IHstrict ;  At  ChamherSyJvaMy  1860. 

FuEADiNa. — Shah  Answer. 

An  answer  which  containa  a  denM  of  any  material  allegation  of  the  complaint, 

if  Terified,  cannot  be  stricken  out  as  sham. 
In  an  action  for  goods  sold,  or  for  services,  the  allegation  of  the  valne  thereof  in 

the  complaint  is  material,  and  a  Terified  answer  containing  a  denial  of  that 

allegation  cannot  be  stricken  out  as  sham. 

Motion  to  strike  out  an  answer. 
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BocKBs,  «r. — ^The  motion  is  to  Btrike  oat  the  answer  as  fiham, 
under  section  152  of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  ftnd  no  other  or 
different  relief  is  asked  for. 

It  is  now  well  settled  that  an  answer  which  contains  a  denial 
of  any  material  allegation  of  the  complaint,  if  verified,  cannot 
be  stricken  out  as  sham.  The  qnestion,  therefore,  is  whether  this 
answer,  being  verified,  contains  a  denial  of  any  material  alle- 
gation of  the  complaint. 

The  first  paragraph  of  the  answer  refers  to  foor  items  of  the 
account  stated  in  the  complaint,  and  merely  puts  in  issue  the 
times  when  the  items  respectively  were  sold  and  delivered.  As 
to  these  items,  the  issue  made  by  the  answer  is  entirely  imma- 
terial. This  part  of  the  answer  is  therefore  frivolous ;  but  by 
the  recent  decisions  could  not  be  deemed  sham. 

By  tlie  next  paragraph  of  the  answer,  the  defendant  denies 
that  ceiiain  items  of  the  account  mentioned  in  the  complaint 
(specifying  them  in  detail)  were  sold  and  delivered  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant  at  the  times  therein  set  forth ;  or 
that  such  articles  of  the  value  therein  set  forth,  were  sold  and 
delivered  to  him :  or  that  such  articles  were  sold  and  delivered 
to  him  on  the  terms  therein  set  forth.  The  complaint  avera 
that  those  items  were  sold  and  delivered  at  the  times,  of  the 
value,  and  on  the  terms  therein  specified.  Although  the  issae 
thus  made  is  immaterial,  as  regards  the  times  when  die  sales 
were  made,  still  it  is  material  as  regards  the  value.  The  com- 
plaint also  avers  that  plaintiff  performed  work  and  labor  for 
defendant,  of  the  kind,  at  the  times,  on  the  terms,  at  the  prices, 
and  of  the  value  specified  therein.  The  answer  denies  ^'  that 
the  work  and  labor  mentioned  in  the  complaint  was  ever  pe^ 
formed,  as  therein  stated,  being  of  the  value  therein  stated,  or 
of  any  value  whatsoever."  This  denial  puts  in  issue  the  value 
of  those  services. 

It  follows,  therefore,  that  the  answer  cannot  be  stricken  out 
as  sham.  But  inasmuch  as  the  answer  is  inartistic,  in  some 
parts  frivolous,  and  of  doubtful  integrity,  the  motion  must  be 
denied  without  costs. 
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NEW  YORK  ICE  COMPANY  a.  NORTHWESTERN 

INSURANCE  COMPANY. 

Supreme  CouH^  Firet  District;  General  Term^  December^  1860. 

AMB3n>lfBNT    OF    JUDGMENT. — ^PoWEB    OF   CoUBT    TO    AMEND    ON 

Motion. 

The  court  hftye  not  power  to  amend  a  judgment,  on  motion,  by  ijoalifylng  its  pro- 
Tltlons  in  a  respect  in  which  there  was  no  mistake,  nor  any  omission  of  a 
direction  which  wonld  hare  been  inserted,  as  of  odurse,  if  originally  asked  for. 

A  judgment  dismissing  the  com|^laint  without  prejudice  to  a  new  action,  cannot 
be  amended  on  motion  by  giving  leave  to  serve  a  new  complaint  in  the  same 
action.  Sa  hdd,  where,  by  the  limitation  of  the  cause  of  action,  no  new  action 
could  be  brought. 

Appeal  from  an  order  amending  a  judgment 

This  action  was  brought  on  an  inaorance  poliejfry  And  by  the 
terms  of  the  policy,  the  time  within  which  action  must  be 
brought  upon  it  was  limited.  The  action  was  tried  by  the 
court  without  a  jury,  and  the  complaint  was  dismissed  on  the 
ground  that  the  cause  of  action  was  such  that  it  should  have 
been  tried  at  a  circuit  before  a  jury.  The  dismissal  was  with- 
out prejudice  to  a  new  action.  The  deeision  is  reported  10  Antej 
34.  The  time  limited  by  the  policy  having  expired,  plaintiff 
obtained  an  order  amending  the  order  of  dismissal,  so  as  to 
allow  him  to  serve  a  new  complaint  in  the  same  action.  The 
defendant  appealed. 

By  THE  CouBT.^ — ^Bonnet,  J. — ^This  action  was  tried  at  special 
term,  held  on  23d  December,  1859,  judgment  was  rendered 
that  the  complaint  be  dismissed  without  prejudice  to  plaintiff's 
right  to  bring  an  action  at  law  upon  the  policy  of  insurance  set 
out  in  the  complaint  On  application  of  the  plaintiff,  an  order 
was  made  at  special  term  on  5th  July,  lS60,  that  said  order 

*  Present  ButaaMLAsm,  P.  J,,  IvoEABAjf  and  Bohhst,  JJ. 


420  ABBOTTS'  PRACTICE  KEP0ET8. 

K6W.  York  loe  Conpaoy.  a,  NortbwetUni  Insutmaoe  CompftOT. 

(judgment),  dated  23d  December,  1859,  be  aiuended,  as  of  5th 
July,  1860,  by  adding  after  the  words  '^  set  out  in  the  com- 
plaint," the  words,  "or  the  plaintiffs  may  serve  a  new  complaint 
at  law.  ux  this  action  on  payment  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  de- 
fendants of  all  interlocutory  costs  since  the  filing  of  the  com- 
plaint, and  costs  of  this  motion,  ten  dollars."  From  this  order 
of  5th  July  the  plaintiff  has  appeal^. 

By  the  terms  of  said  policy,  the  time  withih  which  an  action 
may  be  brought  upon  it  is  limited,  and  that  time  has  expired. 
And  the  amendment  of  said  jlidgment  is  therefore  necessary  to 
enable  the  plaintiff  to  prosecute  an  action  at  law  upon  it.  The 
amendment  appears  to  me  not  unrea3onable  or  inequitable,  but 
I  do  not  see  that  the  court  has  any  power  to  malce  it  Final 
judgment,  dismissing  the  eomplaint,  was.  Ally  neodeved  and 
entered.  And  there  is  no  allegation  or  pretence  of  any  mistdce 
or  omission  therein.  The  judgment  is  precisely  wjiat  it  was  in- 
tended to  be,  and  disposes  of  the  whole  case.  The  amendment 
has  been  asked  for  and  granted  upon  considerations  not  pre- 
sented to  the  court  at  the  hearing,  and  is.intended  to  glVe  to  the 
plaintiff  relief  not  then  contemplated  by  any  one. 

The  Oo^  (§^  ITS)  audiorizes  tlM»  oourt,  aftev  jiM%flieDt|  to 
amend*  any  pltading,  process,  or  proceeding,  by  adding  or  atoik* 
iftg  out  Ae  name  of  any  party,  by  oomeotibg  a  nietake  &r  any 
respect,  by  inserting  other  aliegalioDa  material  to>  tho  caae^  or 
eonforming  the  pleadings  or  proceedinga  to*  the  faets  provied ; 
but  Buoh  authority  doee  not  reach  this  ease. 

In  the  case  of  Glark  a.  Qall  (7  JPai^j  88A)y  i6  was  heU  by 
the  ehaneellor  t^at  a>  decree  cannot  be  yaried  m  Bid»tance, 
without  a  rehearing)  bvt  it  may  be  ameiided  or  cosreeted  on 
motion  as  to  mere  clerical  errors,  orby  imertiiig  any  proriaioa 
or  direction  which  would  have  been  inserted^  as  m  aiatler  of 
course,  if  the  same  had  been  asked  for  at  the  hearing,  as  a  neces- 
sary or  proper  clause  to  carry  into,  eflbet  Ae  deoiaioii  of  the 
court. 

This  case  states  the  power  to  amend  a  deeree  or  judgment  on 
motion,  in  as  broad  terms  as  any  that  baa*  £slien  ender  mj 
notice,  but  in  my  o^nion  is  not  antiiority  for  makitig  die  order 
How  before  us ;  ana  in  my  judgment  that  order  should  be  re> 
versed,  with  ten  dollars  costs  of  appeal,  to  the  respondent 
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MOETOIT  a.  WEIL 

Supreme  Courts  Fmt  Dutriet;  SpeeM  Term^  Mmreh^  186a 

CasDiTOB'0  AonoK. — ^Pabhss. — Oaubs  of  Aonov . 

Where  Ihe  plalntUb  who  are  judgment-creditors,  seek  to  obtain  the  debtor's  prop- 
erty from  persons  to  whom  it  was  ifraudulently  passed  away,  they  may  unite 
snch  persons  in  one  action,  although  such  persons  received  the  property  in 
separate  and  dbtfnci  parcels. 

2a  such  esse  the  cause  of  action  is  the  same,  tIs.,  the  fraudulent  di9poei|ilon  of 
the  debtor's  property  to  the  seyeral  defendants,  although  in  several  parcels. 
Hence  !t  is  an  entire  cause  of  action,  affecting  all  the  defendants,  within  section 
187  of  the  Code  of  ?lnocedure. 

Form  <if  a  oomplidni  in  a  creditor's  action  by  numerons  plalnfcilb  to  set  aside 
aeveial  distinct  Judgments,  suffered  in  &Tor  of,  and  tnmsfers  made  to,  numer- 
ous defendants,  held  sufficient  on  demurrer. 

Bemtirrer  to  complaint. 

Tbe  action  was  brought  by  L.  P.  Morton  and  sixty  othertf^ 
plaintiff,  creditors  of  Moses  Bettman,  deceased;  against  the 
administratrix  of  Bettman,  and  others,  transferees  of  his  property. 

The  amended  complaint,  to  which  the  denrnrrerwas  inter- 
posed, charged  that  Bettman  in  his  lifetime  made  fraud  atent 
pnrciiases  of  the  varions  plaintiffs,  and  that  after  they  had 
severally  sned  him,  and  after  an  injnncttoa  had  been  granted 
against  him  in  a  snit  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  some  of 
tiie  creditors,  under  an  agreement  that  it  Aonld  be  for  the 
benefit  of  all,  twenty  of  tibe  twenty-six  defen^an/ts,  wkh  no< 
tice  of  plainti&^  rights,  obtained  collusive  judgments  against 
him;  and  that  subsequently  Bettman,  in  violation  of  the  in« 
junction,  ma^e  a  general  assignment  for  beneAt  of  creditors  to 
two  of  the  defendants,  one  of  whom  was  one  of  those  who  had 
obtained  an  alleged  collusive  judgment  That  subsequently, 
two  other  of  the  defendants  received  from  Bettman  oertatn  of 
his  prop^ty,  and  concealed  it  to  defraud  his  cMlitors;  and 
that  still  otiber  1;wo  of  the  defendants  aided  in  such  cooeeal- 
ment,  and  also  themselves  received  property  of  Bettman  for 
the  like  purpose. 
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The  allegations  of  the  complaint  were  in  the  following 
form: 

That  at  the  time  of  the  several  sales  and  deliveries  of  goods 
to  Moses  Bettman,  late  of  the  city  of  New  York,  now  deceased, 
and  of  the  commencement  of  tiie  several  actions  for  the  re- 
covery thereof  hereinafter  set  forth,  the  plaintiffs  in  this  action 
constituted  the  several  mercantile  copartnership  firms  herein 
named,  except  as  to  said  William  M.  Waterborj,  who  traded 
alone,  viz. 

[Here  followed  an  enumeration  of  the  several  firms  which  the 
parties-plaintiff  respectively  composed.] 

And  plaintiffs  further  show,  that  they,  as  such  co^artneiship 
firms,  and  the  said  William  M.  Waterbury,  did,  prior  to  the 
13th  of  April,  1857,  sell  and  deliver  certain  goods  and  me^ 
chandise  to  the  said  Moses  Bettman,  now  deceased,  to  large 
amounts,  and  which  were  sold  upon  various  terms  of  credit  as 
to  time,  and  which  time  of  credit  had  not  expired  pursuant  to 
the  terms  thereof  at  the  date  of  the  bringing  of  the  several 
actions  for  the  recovery  thereof,  as  hereinafter  named;  that 
said  Bettman  was  guilty  of  a  fraud  in  contracting  the  several 
debts  upon  which  said  several  actions  were  brought ;  that  he 
represented  to  one  or  more  of  said  plaintiffs,  when  he  purchased 
said  goods,  that  he  was  solvent  and  in  good  circumstances,  and 
would  pay  for  them,  but  that  he  had  no  intention  of  paying  for 
said  goods  at  the  several  dates  of  the  purchases  thereof,  and 
that  Ihe  several  plaintiffs  therein  sold  the  goods  specified, 
relying  upon  the  belief  that  said  Bettman  was  solvent,  bought 
them  in  good  faith,  and  would  be  able,  and  intended  to  pay 
therefor  at  the  maturity  of  the  credit  upon  which  they  were 
sold ;  and  further,  said  plaintiffs  show  that  said  Bettman,  after 
the  said  purchases,  and  pursuant  to  his  original  intention  to  de- 
fraud, sold,  transferred,  and  disposed  of  certain  portions  of  his 
property,  of  great  value,  and  threatened  to  make  other  sales, 
transfers,  and  dispositions  of  the  remainder  of  his  property  with 
intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  including  said  plaintiffs ;  and  by 
reason  of  such  fraudulent  acts  and  doings  on  the  part  of  said 
Bettman,  said  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  judgments  against  said 
Bettman,  for  dxe  amount  and  value  of  the  said  goods,  so  by 
them  severally  sold  and  delivered  to  said  Bettman,  notwith- 
standing the  said  several  terms  of  credit  had  not  at  that  time 
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expired ;  that  snch  proceedings  were  had  in  said  actions,  that 
judgments  were  rendered  by  said  Sapreme  Court  in  favor  of  said 
several  parties,  plaintiffs  in  said  several  actions,  and  on  the  6th 
day  of  March,  1858,  judgments  were  perfected  and  dnly  docket- 
ed in  the  ofSce  of  the  clerk  of  said  court,  at  the  Citj  Hall,  in  the 
city  of  New  York,  against  said  Bettman,  and  in  favor  of  said 
several  plaintiffs,  for  the  several  amounts  of  their  claims  and 
interests  and  the  costs  of  snch  actions,  by  which  judgments  said 
Moses  Bettman  was  adjudged  guilty  of  the  frauds  herein  charged, 
as  in  and  by  said  judgments,  and  the  judgment-rolls  therein 
will  more  fully  appear;  that  tiiQ  several  amounts  of  said  judg- 
ments are  as  follows,  [Describing  them  by  the  plaintiffs'  names 
in  each,  and  the  amount]  That  in  and  by  the  several  com- 
plaints in  said  several  actions,  the  plaintiffs  in  each  of  them 
asked  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  said  Moses  Bettman  from 
making  any  transfer  or  other  disposition  of  any  of  his  property, 
and  from  any  interference  therewith  whatever,  and  that  a  re- 
ceiver might  be  appointed  with  the  usual  powers  of  receivers, 
as  will  more  fully  appear  on  reference  to  said  several  com- 
plaints; that  prior  to  the  commencement  of  said  several  ac- 
tions, and  on  the  13th  of  April,  1857,  at  the  request  of  the  said 
plaintiffs  in  said  several  actions,  Moncrieff  Mitchell,  Oideon 
Pott,  and  James  Pott,  composing  the  mercantile  firm  of  Mitchell 
&  Pott,  who  were  also  creditors  to  a  large  amount  of  said  Moses 
Bettman,  commenced  an  action  in  this  court  against  said  Bett- 
man upon  a  complaint  founded  upon  the  same  circumstances, 
and  of  the  same  character  and  description  in  all  respects,  as  by 
said  complaint  will  more  fully  appear ;  that  by  an  agreement 
in  writing  between  the  plaintiffs  first  aforesaid,  and  the  plain- 
tiffs last  named,  said  suit  was  commenced  and  prosecuted  by 
them  as  well  for  the  benefit  and  at  the  expense  of  the  plaintiffs  first 
aforesaid  as  for  themselves,  as  was  alleged  in  said  complaint, 
and  the  avails  and  proceeds  of  any  collections  that  might  be 
made  therein,  were  to  be  shared  pro  rata  by  and  between  said 
parties  and  others  hereinafter  named ;  that  upon  said  complaint, 
and  an  affidavit  verifying  the  principal  facts  therein  stated,  said 
plaintiffs  having  given  the  security  required  by  law,  an  order  of 
arrest  was  granted  by  one  of  the  justices  of  this  court,  directing 
the  ^eriff  of  this  city  and  county  to  arrest,  and  hold  said  Bett- 
man to  bail,  on  account  of  the  fraud  therein  alleged,  in  the  sum 
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of  $5,000,  and  upon  the  same  papers  the  same  jnstice  signed 
an  injanction-order,  of  whioh  the  following  is  a  copy : 

[Here  followed  an  injnnction-order  in  the  usual  form.] 

That  upon  the  same  daj  said  Bettman  was  duly  arrested  under 
said  order  made  for  that  purpose,  and  said  injunction-order  was 
duly  served  upon  him.  T\aX  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  and 
service  of  snch  injunction-order  and  of  the  said  arrest,  the  said 
Bettman  had  property  in  his  possession  and  under  his  control  as 
owner  of  the  yalue  of  at  least  the  sum  of  $100,000,  upon  which 
the  said  injunction-order  was  operative  according  to  law ;  of  all 
which  facts  the  defendants  in  this  action  had  due  notice  at  or 
about  that  time ;  that  subsequently,  and  on  the  20th  of  April, 
185T,  Hercules  E.  Gillelan  and  Adam  H.  Oillelan,  composing 
the  firm  of  Oillelan  Brothers,  on  a  like  request,  and  under  the 
same  agreement  as  to  avails  and  proceeds  and  expenses,  hav- 
ing claims  of  a  large  amount  of  a  similar  character  against  said 
Bettman,  commenced  a  like  action  in  this  court  against'  said 
Bettman,  upon  a  complaint  of  the  same  character  in  all  re- 
spects, containing  the  same  averments  except  as  to  the  amount 
of  their  claims ;  and  upon  said  complaint  and  a  like  affidavit, 
and  the  proper  undertaking  dnlj  approved,  obtained  from  a 
justice  of  this  court  an  order  to  arrest  said  Moses  Bettman  for 
the  frauds  therein  alleged,  pursuant  to  statute,  and  'to  hold  him 
to  bail  in  the  sum  of  $5,000,  and  upon  the  same  papers  said 
justice  signed  and  issued  a  like  injunction-order,  dated  said  20th 
day  of  April,  1857,  which  orders  were  on  the  same  day  duly 
executed  and  served  upon  said  Moses  Bettman,  while  he  was 
still  the  possessor  and  owner  of  such  property,  a^  by  reference 
to  said  complaint,  affidavit,  undertaking,  and  orders,  will, 
among  other  things,  more  fully  appear,  of  all  which  facts  the 
defendants  herein  had  due  notice ;  that,  as  was  well  known  to 
the  defendants  herein  at  tliat  time,  the  plaintiffi  herein  were 
jointly  interested  with  the  plaintiffs  in  the  last  two-named  ac- 
tions as  above  described,  and  contemplated  and  intended  further 
to  unite  with  them  in  said  prosecutions  by  the  commencement 
of  their  said  actions,  as  soon  as  practicable;  that  while  said 
orders  of  arrest  and  said  injunction-orders  were  in  full  force,  as 
was  also  well  known  to  said  defendants  herein,  the  said  defend- 
ants [naming  twenty  of  the  twenty-six  defendants],  having 
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aererally  as  individuals  and  execntors,  and  copartners  as  afore- 
said, claims  of  rarions  kinds  and  amounts  against  said  Moses 
Bettman,  which  claims  plaintifll^  charge  were  in  part  without 
consideration  and  invalid,  and  all  of  which  were  not  due  and 
payable  by  the  terms  of  the  several  contracts  and  agreements 
out  of  which  the  indebtedness  arose,  and  were  not  valid  and 
subsisting  claims  against  the  said  Moses  Bettman  or  his  prop- 
erty, and  said  defendants,  conspiring  with  each  other  and  with 
said  Moses  Bettman,  and  falsely  and  fraudulently  contriving  to 
defraud  these  plaintiffs  out  of  their  just  claims  against  said 
Moses  Bettman  and  his  property,  and  of  their  lien  and  priority 
of  claim  upon  such  property,  did  arrange  and  agree  with  said 
Bettman  to  accelerate  the  time  of  payment  of  their  said  several 
claims  and  demands  against  said  Bettman,  so  as  to  make  the 
same  appear  presently  and  immediately  due  and  payable,  and 
did  receive  from  him  notes  therefor,  payable  at  once,  so  as  to 
enable  said  parties  to  commence,  and  they  did  severally  there- 
upon commence  actions  against  said  Bettman  for  the  recovery 
of  such  claims,  and  in  pursuance  of  snch  fraudulent  design  and 
agreement  between  said  parties,  said  Bettman  thereupon  at  once 
signed  and  delivered  to  said  several  parties  consents  and  stipu- 
lations  allowing  said  parties  to  take  judgment  against  him,  said 
Bettman,  forthwith,  for  the  several  amounts  of  their  respective 
accelerated  claims  and  costs,  whereapon  the  said  defendants 
severally  and  immediately  entered  their  several  jndgments 
against  said  Moses  Bettman,  as  follows.  [Describing  the  judg- 
ments.] That  said  judgments  were  all  taken  and  entered  upon 
similar  confessions,  or  offers,  and  consents  of  said  Moses  Bett* 
man,  pursuant  to,  and  in  furtherance  of  such  fraudulent  and 
corrupt  conspiracy  and  design  to  defraud  these  plaintifib,  and 
immediately  thereupon  the  several  plaintiff  in  said  judgments, 
in  the  farther  prosecution  of  said  corrupt  and  fraudulent  agree* 
ment  and  design,  caused  executions  to  be  issued  and  directed  to 
the  sheriff  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  and  directed 
him  to,  and  he  did  thereupon  at  once  levy  upon  the  whole  stock 
of  merchandise  of  said  Moses  Bettman,  by  virtae  of  said 
several  executions,  being  a  part  of  said  property  so  possessed 
and  owned  by  him ;  that  thereupon,  and  on  or  about  the  6th  of 
May,  1857,  and  before  any  sale  had  been  made  of  said  mer* 
chajQdise  under  said  executions,  plaintiffi,  and  the  said  Men* 
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crieff  Mitchell  and  others,  and  Hercules  E.  Oillelan  and  another, 
in  said  other  two  actions  named,  caused  a  notice  of  their  rights 
and  claims  in  regard  to  said  property  to  be  served  upon  the 
said  sheriff,  and  upon  the  defendants  [naming  the  same  twenty 
last  before  named],  and  thereby  notified  said  defendants  that 
they  and  each  of  theiii  would  be  held  responsible  for  any  in- 
terference with  the  said  property  of  said  Bettman,  contrary 
to  the  said  injunction-order,  and  the  lien  or  charge  acquired 
thereby,  and  by  the  service  thereof,  and  to  the  rights  and  claims 
of  the  plaintiffs  as  aforesaid ;  and  also  at  the  same  time  caused 
a  like  notice  to  be  served  on  the  attorneys  of  the  said  Moses 
Bettman ;  that  on  the  80th  day  of  June,  1857,  in  eight  of  the 
said  actions  against  said  Bettman  [describing  them  by  the  names 
of  the  several  parties-plaintiff],  eight  several  attachments  were 
issued  out  of  this  court  against  the  property  of  said  Bettman, 
based  upon  the  same  complaints  and  affidavits,  by  which  com- 
plaints and  affidavits  it  appeared  that  a  cause  of  action  existed 
in  favor  of  said  plaintiffs,  against  said  defendant,  for  a  money* 
demand  arising  on  contract,  and  that  said  defendant  had  fraudn* 
lently  contracted  the  debts  therein  specified,  and  had  assigned 
and  disposed  of  his  property  with  intent  to  defraud  his  cred- 
itors, as  by  said  affidavits  will,  among  other  things,  more  fully 
appear,  and  being  for  tlie  full  amounts  of  the  several  claims  of 
said  parties,  afterwards  included  in  their  several  judgments  as 
aforesaid ;  and,  the  said  plaintiffs  having  severally  furnished  the 
security  required  by  law,  which  said  attachments,  on  the  30th 
day  of  June,  1857,  were  delivered  to  the  sheriff  of  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York,  with  a  notice  that  the  plaintiffs  in  said 
attachments  would  claim  any  moneys  collected  by  him  by 
virtue  of  the  executions  in  favor  of  any  of  said  defendants  in 
this  action,  and  directing  said  sheriff  to,  and  said  sheriff  did 
thereupon  serve  copies  of  such  several  attachments  upon  the 
said  defendants,  as  were  served  with  the  notices  as  aforesaid, 
together  with  a  notice  thereon  indorsed,  apprising  said  defend- 
ants that  it  was  intended  by  said  attachments  to  seize,  levy 
upon,  and  claim  any  money  or  property  which  they  might  re- 
ceive by  virtue  of  their  said  judgments  or  executions,  which 
copies,  attachments,  and  notices  were  served  on  or  about  the 
date  of  the  said  attachments,  and  prior  to  the  receipt  by 
defendants  of  any  money  under  said  executions. 
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And  plaintiffs  farther  show,  that  in  the  fifteen  Beveral  actions 
wherein  certain  of  the  plaintiffs  in  this  action  [naming  them], 
were  plainti£&,  and  said  Bettman  was  defendant,  attachments 
were  also  issued  against  the  projperty  of  said  Bettman,  for  the  same 
canse,  and  on  the  same  ground  as  aforesaid,  of  a  similar  character 
of  those  named  in  the  above  actions,  and  the  same  securities  hav- 
ing been  given  and  approved  bj  a  justice  of  this  court ;  and  said  at- 
tachments  directed  the  sheriff  of  the  city  and  county  oi»!N^ew  York, 
to  collect  the  several  amounts  of  plainti£&'  claims,  named  in  this 
said  complaint,  and  costs,  and  which  were  embraced  in  their  sev- 
eral judgments  finally  recovered  as  aforesaid,  which  attachments 
were  granted  on  the  24th  day  of  August,  1857,  and  were  on 
the  28th  of  August,  1857,  delivered  to  said  sheriff,  with  directions 
to  serve  copies  with  the  same  kind  of  notices  as  were  indorsed 
uipon  the  copies  served  in  the  first-named  eight  actions  upon 
the  same  defendants,  as  by  said  affidavits,  undertakings  for 
security,  attachments,  and  notices,  will,  among  other  things, 
more  fully  appear ;  and  thereupon,  and  about  the  date  last 
named,  said  sheriff  did  serve  upon  each  of  said  defendants  a 
like  copy  of  each  of  said  fifteen  attachments,  with  a  similar 
notice  indorsed  thereon,  which  were  so  served  prior  to  the  re- 
ceipt by  said  defendants  of  any  money,  under  their  said  execu- 
tions ;  that  said  executions  in  favor  of  all  of  said  defendants,  who 
took  judgments  against  said  Bettman,  by  stipulation  and  confes- 
sion as  above  set  forth,  were  all  paid  to  said  defendants  in  full, 
with  interest,  on  or  about  the  3d  day  of  September,  1857,  by  said 
sheriff,  out  of  moneys  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  property  of 
said  Bettman  so  seized  upon,  on  or  about  the  25th  day  of  April, 
1857,  by  virtue  of  such  executions,  and  which  he  so  owned  at 
the  time  of  the  service  of  the  said  injunction-orders,  and  in 
yiolation  and  fraud  of  the  plaintiffs'  rights,  acquired  by  said 
original  injunction-orders,  said  arrest,  and  said  several  attach- 
ments and  notices  so  served,  as  above  described  and  set 
forth. 

And  plaintiffs  further  show,  that  on  or  about  the  18th  day  of 
April,  1857,  the  said  Moses  Bettman,  in  violation  of  the  said 
injunction-orders,  and  of  the  rights  acquired  by  the  plaintiffs 
under  the  same,  made  a  general  assignment,  without  any  actual 
consideration  being  paid  therefor,  of  his  property  to  the  defend- 
ants Emanuel  Bemheimer  and  Max  Weil  [of  whom  the  latter 
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only,  was  one  of  the  twenty  defendants  laet  above  tnentioned], 
as  assignees,  for  flie  benefit  of  his  credHors,  including  the  prop- 
erty so  possessed  and  owned  by  him,  at  the  time  of  the  service 
of  said  injnnction-orders,  by  which  he  gave  preference  of  pay- 
ment to  all  the  said  jadgments  so  confessed,  or  allowed  by  him 
to  said  defendants,  over  and  above  all  other  debts  against  him, 
and  making  other  frandnlent  preferences  as  against  the  claims 
of  these  ptaindfb,  and  providing  for  the  payment  of  certain 
fictitioQS  claims  and  demands,  prior  to  the  payment  of  plain- 
tifis'  claims,  as  by  sa|d  assignment  in  the  hands  of  said  assignees 
will  more  fnlly  appear;  that  as  was  well  known  to  said  assignees, 
at  the  time  of  receiviug  said  assignment,  said  Bettman  frtfndn- 
lently  withheld  a  large  amonnt  of  property  from  the  effect  of 
said  assignment,  and  that  sach  withholding  and  concealment  of 
said  property  was  with  the  consent  and  favor  of  said  assignees, 
and  which  assignment  these  plaintiffs  charge  is  fraudulent  and 
void  as  to  all  of  plaintiffs'  claims  and  dema/nds,  and  w«8  made 
by  said  Bettman,  with  the  intent  to  hinder  and  delay,  defeat 
and  defrand  the  creditm^  ^  said  Bettman ;  tfhat  at  the  same 
time  at  which  said  notices,  and  said  copies  of  Attachment  with 
notices  indorsed,  wefre  served  upon  t^  other  defendants  as 
above  described,  a  like  notice,  and  copy  aittachments  and  notice, 
were  served  npon  said  assignees;  and  that  such  ootJces  apprised 
said  assignees  that  said  assignment  wouM  be  treated  «8  fraadu- 
lent  and  void  as  to  the  plaintifib ;  that  tistwidntanding  9»eh 
rights  of  plaintifis,  and  such  notices  and  services,  said  assignees 
proceeded  to  oarry  ont  and  execute  said  assignment,  and  have 
collected,  received,  and  disposed  of  large  amounts  of  such  prop* 
erty,  and  disposed  of  portions  of  the  same  under  said  assign- 
ment,  the  particulars  whereof  plaintiffs  have  no  knowledge  of, 
but  pray  may  be  inquired  of  in  this  «ctkni ;  and  that  said 
assignees  so  received  die  sum  of  about  $1,700  from  the  sheriff 
of  die  city  and  county  of  New  York,  being  the  surj^ns  of 
moneys  collect^  by  him  from  sales  under  said  executions,  after 
paying  off  said  judgments  and  executions  of  said  defendants,  as 
above  specified. 

And  plamtiAs  further  show,  that  on  or  about  the  27th  day 
of  March,  1857,  the  defendants  Abraham  Oump  and  Solomon 
Gump  [who  were  not  named  among  the  twenty  above  men* 
tioned],  as  copartners  as  aforesaid,  received  from  said  Moses 
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BettmaD,  for  the  purpose  of  concealing  the  same  from  hia 
creditors,  a  large  amount  of  dry  goods  of  the  value  of  some 
nine  thousand  dollars,  under  a  pretence  of  sale  hj  said  Bettman 
to  said  defeudants  Qun^p^  for  which  no  consideration  was  in 
fact  paid,  but  with  the  agreem^t  and  understanding  that  tlte 
same  were  to  be  treated  and  accounted  for  by  said  defendants 
Gump,  to  said  Bettman,  as  his  said  Bettman's  properlgr ;  that 
said  d^endants  concealed  the  same  in  this  city,  and  have  either 
sold  and  disposed  of  the  same  according  to  such  agreement^ 
paying  over  the  proceeds  thereof  to  said  Bettman  or  his  order| 
or  they  still  hold  the  same  subject  to  said  ongiual  agree- 
ment, and  as  the  property  of  said  Bettman^  or  his  legal  repre^ 
sentatives;,  that  no  part  ofsaid  property  was  included  in  or 
covered  by  said  assignment;  that  said  defendants  Ousip  had 
due  notice  of  said  injunction-orders  and  arrests,  and  the  grounda 
upon  which  they  were-  based,  immediately  upon  their  being 
issu/ed,  and  they  were  also  served  with  the  same  kind  of  notices 
as  to  plaintiffs'  rights,  and  copies  of  said  attachments  with  notices 
thereon  indorsed,  at  the  same  time  that  the  other  defendants, 
were  served  therewith,  as  above  specified. 

And  plaintiffs  further  show,  that  on  the  11th  day  of  March^ 
1858,  executions  were  duly  issued,  directed,  and  delivered  to 
the  sheriff  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York  upon  the  said 
several  judgments  of  the  plaintiffs,  in  due  form  of  law,  which 
executions  have  been  duly  returned  by  said  sheriff  to  the  clerk's 
office  of  this  court,  with  his  returns  indorsed  thereon  to  the 
effect  that  he  was  unable  to  make  any  thing  upon  said  execu- 
tions, or  either  of  them,  and  that  said  defendant  Bettman 
therein  had  no  real  or  personal  property  out  of  which  to  col- 
lect any  part  of  any  of  said  executions,  as  by  said  executions 
and  returns  thereon,  on  file  in  said  clerk's  office,  will  more  fully 
appear ;  and  said  judgments  remain  wholly  unpaid  and  un- 
satisfied ;  that  said  Bettman  resided  in  said  city  at  the  time  of 
the  issuing  and  return  6f  said  executions ;  that  on  or  about  the 
24th  day  of  April,  1858,  said  Moses  Bettman  departed  this  life 
at  the  said  city  of  !New  York,  intestate,  and  that  on  or  about 
the  7th  day  of  January,  1869,  letters  of  administration  upon 
the  estate  of  said  Moses  Bettman,  were  duly  issued  by  the  sur- 
rogate of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York  to  the  defendant  Hen- 
rietta Bettman^  widow  of  said  Moses  Bettman,  whereby  she  be- 
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came,  and  is,  the  sale  administratrix  of  the  goods  and  chattels, 
rights,  and  credits  of  said  Moses  Bettman,  deceased. 

And  plaintiffs  further  show,  that  the  defendants  David  and 
Solomon  Hausmann  [who  were  not  named  among  the  twenty 
above  mentioned]  aided  the  said  defendants  Gamp  and  said  Moses 
Settman,  in  the  secreting  of  said  dry  goods  and  merchandise 
so  left  with  said  Gump,  the  same  having  been  secreted  in  their 
store  in  this  city;  and  that  the  said  defendants  David  and 
Solomon  Hausmann  also  received  a  large  amount  of  accounts, 
bills  receivable,  notes,  and  other  property  from  said  Bettmao, 
without  paying  any  consideration  therefor,  at  or  about  the  time 
said  original  injunction-orders  were  served  upon  said  Bettman ; 
that  said  property  i>elonged  to  said  Bettman,  and  was  bo  re- 
ceived by  said  last-named  defendants  as  the  property  of,  and  to 
be  accounted  for  to,  said  Bettman ;  that  the  said  act  of  receiv- 
ing the  same  was  for  the  purpose  and  with  the  intent  of  placing 
the  same  beyond  the  reach  of,  and  of  defrauding  the  creditors 
of  said  Bettman  of  the  same ;  that  no  part  thereof  was  ever  in- 
cluded in,  or  transferred  by  said  Bettman's  Assignment^  and  no 
part  of  it  was  ever  paid  over  to  any  of  the  creditors  of  said 
Bettman;  that  all  such  dispositions  of  said  property  as  are 
herein  mentioned  were  made  by  said  Bettman,  and  received  by 
said  defendants,  with  the  full  knowledge  of  his  insolvent  con- 
dition ;  that  these  plaintiffs  do  not  know  the  particulars  or  full 
details  of  such  transactions,  as  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  the 
property  so  fraudulently  disposed  of  and  secreted  by  said  de- 
fendants, at  the  request  and  for  the  benefit  t)f  said  Bettman, 
but  ask  that  they  may  be  inquired  of  in  this  action ;  that  the 
same  kind  of  notices  and  copies  of  attachment  were  served 
upon  said  defendants  last  named,  and  at  the  same  time  as  npon 
the  other  defendants,  as  above  described ;  and  said  defendants 
Hausmann  and  others  had  from  the  commencement  a  full 
knowledge  of  all  of  plaintiffs  and  their  associates'  proceedings 
and  claims  against  said  Bettman  and  his  property ;  and  that 
said  defendants   have    either   conveiiied    said   property  into 
money,  and  paid  it  over  to  said  Bettman,  or  on  his  oixler,  in 
fraud,  and  with  a  full  notice  of  plaintiffs'  legal  rights  in  the 
premises,  or  they  still  hold  the  same  and  the  proceeds  thereof, 
and  are  accountable  to  plaintiffs  therefor. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiffs  pray  that  by  the  judgment  of  this 
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court  in  this  action  the  said  several  judgments  in  favor  of  said 
defendants  against  said  Moses  Bettman,  and  the  executions 
issued  thereon,  maj  be  declared  fraudulent  and  void  as  against 
the  claims  and  judgments  of  these  plaintiffs,  and  as  to  all  prop- 
erty of  said  Bettman  held  by  him  at  the  time  of  the  service  of 
said  injunction-orders ;  that  the  said  defendants  who  so  received 
the  several  amounts  of  their  said  judgments  from  the  sheriff  on 
their  executions,  may  be  required  to  account  for  and  pay  over 
the  several  amounts  so  received  with  interest  to  the  receiver  to 
be  appointed  as  hereinafter  specified ;  that  the  said  assignment 
may  be  declared  to  be  fraudulent  and  void,  and  that  said 
assignees,  Max  Weil  and  Emanuel  Bemheimer,  may  be  re- 
quired to  render  an  account,  under  oath,  of  the  property  and 
assets  received  by  them  under  such  assignment,  and  to  transfer 
the  same  to  said  receiver ;  that  the  said  defendants  Gump  may 
also  be  required  to  account  and  pay  over,  under  oath,  to  said 
receiver,  for  the  said  merchandise  so  fraudulently  received  and 
concealed  by  them ;  and  that  said  defendants  Hausmann  may 
also  be  required  to  account,  under  their  several  oaths,  and  pay 
over  and  transfer  to  said  receiver  all  of  such  property  so  fraudu- 
lently received  by  them,  and  that  a  receiver  of  such  property 
and  assets  may  be  appointed  by  this  court  with  the  usual  powers 
of  receivers  in  like  cases ;  and  that  out  of  the  proceeds  of  said 
property  and  effects,  the  plaintiffi  may  be  paid  the  full  amounts 
of  their  said  several  judgments,  interest,  and  the  cost  of  this 
suit,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  may  have  such  other  or  further  re- 
lief in  the  premises  as  may  be  just  and  equitable. 

Bakmet,  Butler  &  Parsons, 

Plaintiffs'  Attorneys. 
[Verification.] 

One  of  the  defendants  who  was  named  in  the  complaint 
as  one  of  the  twenty  who  obtained  collusive  judgments,  de- 
murred to  the  complaint  on  the  grounds,  1.  That  there  was  a 
defect  of  parties-plaintiff. 

2.  That  there  was  a  defect  of  parties-defendant. 

8.  That  several  causes  of  action  had  been  improperly  united. 

4.  That  the  complaint  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute a  cause  of  action. 

6.  That  the  complaint  did  not  state  facts  of,  and  concerning 
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the  demurrant  sufficient  to  constitute  a  canse  of  actioii  against 
him, 

Benedict  <h  Boardmaa^  for  the  defendanta,  in  sniq^ort  of  the 
demurrer. 

Oeorge  W.  Parsom  and  Win.  Owrtis  Ncye%y  attorneys  for  the 
plaintiffs,  opposed. 

Ingrahah,  J. — ^TJpon  all  the  grounds  stated  in  Hie  demurrer 
in  this  case,  except  the  third,  I  am  of  the.  opinion  that  the  de* 
murrer  is  not  well  taken. 

The  third  cause  of  demurrer  is,  that  several  eauses  of  actioa 
have  been  improperly  joined. 

The  object  of  t^  complaint  appears  to  be,  to  s^  aaide^  variooB 
liens  by  judgment  and  by  assignment,  on  the  debtor's  property, 
fbr  alleged  fraudulent  acts  on  the  part  of  the  defiradants^  aad 
to  have  the  property,  which  was  covered  by  sudi  lieoa,.  cir  re* 
ceived  in  payment  of  the  claims  of  those  creditors  who  were 
made  defendants,  and  the  proceeds  of  such  property,  applied  to 
the  payment  of  the  sevei'sl  judgments  heldi  by  the  vanona  per» 
sons  named  as  plaintiffs. 

So  far  as  these  claims,  whether  by  eo&veyaaee,  judgvuoiit,  or 
delivery,  affect  the  sasio  {property,  they  are  properly  united 
together ;  but  the  point  raised  in  Um  case  is,  whether  different 
persons,  having  different  liens  or  eonveyancesy  by  which  they 
claim  different  pieces  of  land,  or  different  parcek  of  personal 
property,  may  all  be  included  in  one  action,  and  required  to 
contest  their  respeodve  titles  to  separate  portions  of  the  debtor^s 
property. 

By  the  Code,  it  is  provided,  that  the  causes  of  action  to  be 
united,  must  affect  all  the  parties  to  the  action^  {(MU  qf  Pro- 
oedure,  §  167.) 

In  the  present  case,  part  of  the  object  of  the  complaint  is  to 
have  the  judgments  recovered  by  several  different  ju(%ment* 
creditors  declared  void.  Another  portion  of  the  complaint 
charges  that  Bettman^  the  debtor,  made  an  assignmeni  for  the 
benefit  of  certain  creditors,  and  charges  fraasd  in  regard  thereto, 
and  claims  to  have  that  declared  void. 

Another  portion  of  the  complaint  aven^  that  Haaamann  and 
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Oamp,  with  Bettman,  were  concerned  in  secreting  the  goods 
and  property  of  Bettnaan,  for  the  purpoee  of  conoealing  the 
same  from  the  creditors,  for  the  benefit  of  Bettman. 

All  these  acts  are  deckred  to  be  fraodalent ;  but  between  thci 
three  classes  above  referred  to,  I  can  find  in  the  complaint 
nothing  that  unites  them  together,  or  that  shows  theni  to  be 
jointly  interested  even  in  any  remote  degree,  except  as  to  tbe 
general  frandulent  intent  in  the  debtor's  disposition  of  the 
property.  It  was  said,  on  the  argnment,  that  these  defendants 
were  charged  with  conspiring  together,  and  that  the  conspiracy 
was  the  cause  of  action,  which  allowed  the  defendanls  to  be  all 
united  together.  On  reference  to  the  complaint,  howevei;,  it 
will  be  seen  that  no  joint  conspimcy  of  aU  the  defendants  is  any 
where  alleged,  bnt  that  the  conspiracy  of  a  portion  only  i^ 
averred,  with  allegations  that  the  other  defendants  had  notice  oi 
the  facts  set  np  in  the  complaint  as  to  the  plaintiffs'  rights. 

Hie  only  question  then  is,  whether,  where  the  plaintiffs,  who 
are  judgment-creditors^  seek  to  obtain  the  debtor's  property^ 
from  persons  to  whom  it  was  fraudulently  passed  away,  they 
may  unite  such  persons  in  one  action,  although  the  latter  received 
the  property  in  separate  and  distinct  parcels. 

T^t  such  an  action  could  have  been  sustained  before  the 
Code,  I  have  no  doubt 

In  Brinkeriioff  a.  Brown  (6  Johns.  Ch.^  139)  it  was  held  that 
judgment-creditors  of  a  corporation  might  proceed  against  the 
trustees,  and  others,  to  recover  the  property  of  the  corporation, 
which  had  been  withdrawn  from  the  reach  of  their  executions  by 
the  fraudulent  acts  of  the  defendants,  although  having  different 
interests  in  the  property. 

In  Fellows  a.  Fellows  (4  Cow.^  682)  the  chancellor  says:  <^  The 
separation  of  the  property  into  portions  is  a  part  of  the  fraud, 
and  to  allow  that  such  a  separation  shall  reader  separate  suits 
necessary,  would  be  to  allow  success  to  the  fraud  itsdf,  so  far 
as  multiplicity  of  suits  mi^  impede  the  recovery  of  just  de- 
mands." 

Justice  Woodworth  states  the  rule  to  be,  that  *^  unconnected 
parties  may  be  joined  in  a  suit  where  there  is  one  connected 
interest  among  them  all,  centring  in  the  point  in  issue  in  the 
cause ;"  and  again  he  says :  ^  The  claim  against  all  of  the  de- 
fendants is  of  the  same  natare.    The  fraud  alleged  is  the  sarne^. 

Vol.  XI— 2S 
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The  transfer  being  fraudulent,  the  property  was  not  changed  by 
bemg  put  into  the  hands  of  the  defendants.  Thej  are,  therefore, 
all  necessarily  concerned  in  the  thing  to  be  recovered,  although 
they  set  up  distinct  interests  to  separate  parcels." 

Chief-justice  Savage,  in  the  same  case,  says:  ^'  The  common 
point  of  litigation  is  the  fraudplent  transfer  of  the  property  of 
the  debtor  to  the  other  defendants.  If  the  source  of  their  title 
be  corrupt,  the  property  is  taken  with  the  taint  of  corruption. 
This  is  the  common  point  of  litigation,  the  decision  of  which 
affects  the  whole,  and  will  settle  the  rights  of  all."  And  in  Boyd 
a.  Hoyt  (6  Paige^  66),  the  chancellor  says:  "Where  the  object 
of  a  suit  is  single,  but  different  persons  have  or  claim  separate 
interests  in  distinct  or  independent  questions^  all  connected  with 
and  arising  out  of  the  single  object  of  the  suit,  the  complainant 
may  bring  such  different  persons  before  the  court  as  defend- 
ants ;  and  if  the  object  of  the  present  bill  was  to  reach  the 
property  of  the  debtor  in  the  hands  of  these  several  defendants, 
which  ought  to  be  applied  in  satisfaction  of  the  amount  due 
on  the  judgment,  and  to  have  it  thus  applied,  I  should  find 
no  difficulty  in  sustaining  the  decision  Overruling  these  de- 


murrers." 


From  these  cases,  which  are  very  similar  in  their  objects  to 
the  present  action,  it  is  apparent  that  such  actions  might  have 
been  maintained  before  the  Code.  It  is  also  manifest  that  the 
courts  throughout,  in  these  cases,  have  based  their  decisions 
upon  the  supposition  that  the  cause  of  action  was  the  fraud  of  the 
debtor  in  disposing  of  his  property,  and  that  there  was  but  one 
cause  of  action,  although  the  defendants  held  the  property  of 
the  debtor  in  separate  parcels,  in  which  there  was  no  joint  in- 
terest They  all  hold  by  the  same  title,  and  are  all  affected  by 
the  same  taint,  and  this  is  the  cause  of  action  on  which  the  right 
of  the  plaintiffs  rest 

Applying  this  rule  to  the  provisions  of  the  Code,  there  is  no 
room  for  any  other  decision.  The  cause  of  action  is  the  same, 
viz. :  the  fraudulent  disposition  of  the  debtor's  property  to  the 
several  defendants,  although  in  several  parcels. '  The  same  rea- 
sons that  existed  before  the  Code  for  uniting  them  in  one  action 
still  remain ;  and  as  the  words  of  the  section  of  the  Code  above 
referred  to  do  not  prevent  it,  I  think  the  rule  still  contLanes, 
and  that  the  demurrer  is  not  well  taken. 
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The  plaintiffs  are  therefore  entitled  to  judgment  on  the  de- 
murrer, with  leave  to  the  defendants  to  answer  on  payment 
of  costs. 

Order  accordingly. 


THE  LEE  BANK  a.  KTrOHING. 

ITew  York  Superior  Court;  General  Temiy  December^  1860. 

Bills  of   Exohanob.  —  Irrelevant  Defences.  —  Motion  to 

STRIKE  OUT. 

Although  the  holder  of  a  bill  disoonnted  It  entirely  on  the  fidth  of  security  pro* 
Tided  by  an  indorser  for  its  payment,  and  knowing  that  the  drawer  and 
acceptor  were  inaolvent,  he  is  not  thereby  compelled  to  reeort  to  inch  security 
before  recovering  against  the  drawer  or  acceptor. 

If  one  of  several  defences  set  up  in  an  answer  is  insufficient,  it  may  be  struck  out 
on  motion,  though  it  might  also  have  been  reached  by  a  demurrer. 

The  ability  of  the  pkdntlflf  to  demur,  under  section  158  of  the  Code  of  Procedure, 
to  one  or  more  of  the  defences  set  up  in  the  answer,  does  not  preclude  a  motion, 
under  section  152,  to  strike  out  such  matter  from  the  answer  as  irrelevant. 

Irrelevancy  in  pleading  as  used  in  the  Code,  like  impertinence  as  used  in  Chan- 
cery practice,  comprehends  both  prolixity  or  needless  details  of  material  matter, 
and  matter  out  of  which  no  cause  of  action  or  defence  could  arise  between  the 
parties  in  the  particular  suit. 

Appeal  from  an  order  striking  ont  a  portion  of  an  answer. 

The  complaint  was  on  two  bills  of  exchange,  drawn  on  the 
defendant  by  one  P.  C.  Eane  in  favor  of  Mrs.  E.  Eiine.  It 
alleged  that  the  drawer  delivered  them  for  valuable  considera- 
tion to  the  payee,  and  that  they  were  subsequently  accepted 
by  defendant;  and  that  thereafter,  and  before  maturity, 
they  were  indorsed  by  the  payee  for  valuable  consideration  to 
the  plaintiffs;  and  were  not  paid  at  maturity,  though  duly 
demanded. 

The  first  paragraph  of  the  answer  denied  (for  want  of  infor- 
mation or  belief  that  the  bills  were*  delivered  to  the  payee  for 
value,  or  to  the  plaintiffs  for  value ;  and  denied  that  defendant 
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ever  r^eeived  any  consideratioa  for  his  acceptancee,  or  that  he 
was  indebted  to  plaintiffi  thereoik 

The  remainder,  which  the  plaintiff  moved  to  strike  out,  was 
as  follows : 

^'  That  when  he  accepted  the  said  drafts,  Pierre  C.  Kane  was 
his  debtor ;  and  that  he  accepted  them  merely  for  said  Kane's 
accommodation,  and  to  enable  him  to  raise  money  from  the 
Lee  Bank,  and  upon  the  faith  of  an  assurance  received  from 
said  Kane  upon  the  authority  of  Mrs.  Edith  Kane,  that  she  had 
already  provide  the  means  for  their  payment,  and  had  placed 
property  in  the  hands  of  the  said  bank  to  the  extent  of  $15,000 
to  cover  these  other  drafts  to  that  amount,  and  that  d^endaat's 
said  acceptance  would  therewith  be  provided  for  at  their 
maturity. 

^^  And  this  defendant  fuiiiher  answering,  says,  that  the  said 
Edith  Kane  did,  as  he  is  informed  and  believes,  famish  securitj 
for  the  polioses  aforesaid,  at  said  Pierre  C.  Erne's  reqaest,  and 
that  the  said  bank  now  holds  the  same;  and  thai  upon  the  re- 
ceipt thereof,  the  sliid  bank  discotinted  the  mid  Mceptances^  at 
the  request  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  Pierfe  C.  Kane ;  and 
that  at  the  time  of  such  discounts,  this  defendant  and  the  said 
Pierre  Ow  Kane  were  both  iofsolvent  t; — sneh  factB  were  well 
known  to  said  bank  ;-^nd  that  sliid  bank  discotrnted  the  said 
acceptances  entirely  upon  the  faith  and  credit  of  the  security, 
&c.,  famished  by  Mrs*  Kane. 

^'  And  this  defendant  further  eays,  that  wheti  he  accepted  the 
said  several  drafts,  he  relied  upon  the  arrangement  hereinbefore 
set  forth  to  provide  for  their  payment  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Kane; 
and  that  if  he  should  now  be  obliged  to  pay  the  same,  he  would 
be  remediless  in  the  premises ;  and  he  respectfully  submits  to 
tkis  honorable  court,  that,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case, 
it  would  be  inequitable  and  unjust  to  compel  him  to  pay  the 
said  acceptances,  or  either  of  them,  until  aftier  the  said  bank 
shall  have  first  applied  the  securities,  &c.,  as  afoi*e8aid,  placed 
in  its  hands  towards  the  payment  thereof;  and  he  therefore 
prays  that  before  final  judgment  shall  be  entered  herein,  the 
plaintifl^  may  be  ordered  to  apply  the  said  property,  &c.,  placed 
in  the  hands  of  the  said  bank,  pr  the  proceeds  thereof,  in  pay* 
ment  of  his  said  acceptances,  or  that  he  may  have  such  other 
and  further  relief  in  the  premises  as  shall  be  just  and  equitable.** 


NEW  YORK.  43T 


Xb«  I«M  Bank  m.  'K*i^\'*f^ 


Plaintiff's  motion  to  strike  ont  this  part  of  the  answer  as 
irrelevani:,  was  granted,  at  special  term,  by  Mr.  Jostioe  Mon- 
crief,  and  defendant  appealed. 

John  iT.  Taylor  J  for  the  appellmtt 
jP.  C.  JBliaSy  for  the  respondents. 

Bt  TBS  OouxT. — Hovnujssy  J.-^The  plaintiffs  sae  upon  an 
aeceptance,  by  the  defendant,  of  a  bill  drawn  bj  P.  0.  Kane  in 
favor  of  Mrs.  Edith  Eane,  and  indorsed  by  l^er.  T^e  complaint 
states  a  dne  indorsement  of  the  bill  to  the  plaintiffli ;  a  demand 
for  payment,  and  refused.  There  is  another  canse  of  action  upon 
another  bill,  made  and  aocepted  nnder  the  like  circumstances. 

The  answer  sets  up  that  P.  C.  Kane  was  the  defendant's 
debtor ;  that  he  accepted  the  bill  for  Kane's  accommodation,  to 
enable  him  to  raise  money  from  the  bank,  upon  the  faitii  of 
Mrs.  Kane  having  provided  security  for  the  payment  by  prop* 
erty  or  funds  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  bank,  to  cover  these 
and  other  similar  drafts ;  that  Mrs.  Kane  had  made  such  a  de- 
posit of  property  with  the  bank ;  that  the  bank  discounted  the 
bill  on  receipt  of  such  property ;  that  both  Kane  and  defendant 
were  imfolvent,  and  such  facts  were  known  to  the  bank ;  ^^  and 
that  said  bank  discounted  such  acceptances  entirely  upon  the 
faith  and  credit  of  the  security  so  furnished  by  Mrs.  Kane." 
He  asks,  therefore,  that  the  bank  should  first  apply  the  secu- 
rities so  placed  in  their  hands,  before  resorting  to  him  on  the 
acceptances. 

Thus  an  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange  is  to  be  freed  from 
liability,  because  the  holder  who  discounted  it  had  securities 
placed  in  his  hands  by  the  indorser,  and  is  averred  to  have  dis- 
counted the  bill  entirely  on  the  faith  and  credit  of  such  security. 
In  other  words,  he  would  not  have  discounted  it  unless  he  had 
possessed  such  securities,  lliere  is  not  a  word  in  this  to  show 
that  they  meant,  much  less  agreed  to  discount  it  without  having 
a  right  to  resort  to  the  acceptor.  Proof  of  such  an  agreement 
would  not  be  allowed.  That  the  acceptance  was  an  accommo- 
dation acceptance,  is  unimportant.  The  liability  is  the  same  as 
if  it  had  been  based  on  funds. 

There  is  no  equity  whatever  to  compel  the  holder  to  suspend 
proceeding  on  this  discounted  acceptance,  until  he  has  exhaust- 
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ed  other  Becorities  in  his  poesession.  The  case  seems  to  us  too 
clear  to  need  any  other  argomenti  or  the  citation  of  anj 
authorities. 

The  only  question  raised  which  requires  notice,  is  whether 
the  motion  to  strike  out  was  the  appropriate  remedy. 

By  section  152,  sham  and  irrelevant  defences  may  be  stricken 
out  on  motion. 

I  have  always  considered  that  irrelevancy  in  this,  and  section 
160,  meant  the  impertinence  of  the  old  chancery  system.  That 
was  either  prolixity  or  needless  details  of  n&aterial  matter,  or 
something  out  of  which  no  cause  of  action  or  defence  could  arise 
between  the  parties  in  the  particular  suit 

Cases  of  both  classes  are  cited  in  1  HoffmarCB  C%.,  880, 
282.  Beaumont  a.  Beaumont  (5  Mai,^  51)  S^  a  striking  case 
of  an  answer,  setting  forth  the  details  of  prices  and  partic- 
ulars in  an  auctioneer's  catalogue,  certainly  not  immaterial,  but 
clearly  superfluous.  Corbet  a.  Tottenham  (1  Ball  db  JSeatty^ 
61)  is  an  instance  of  the  other  class.  Lord  Manners  said:  ^^I 
do  not  think  the  plaintiffs  are  bound  either  to  reply  to  these 
charges  in  the  defendant's  answer,  or  to  go  into  evidenceto  dis- 
prove them,  and  therefore  they  ought  not  to  remain  on  the  record." 

This  distinction  is  adverted  to  in  Bowman  a.  Sheldon  (5 
Sanc^.y  660).  In  various  cases  irrelevancy,  under  the  Code, 
is  treated  as  matter  which  does  not  tend  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action  or  defence ;  matter  which,  even  if  true,  cannot  affect  the 
decision  of  the  court  in  the  case.  (Stewart  a.  Benton,  1  Code 
JR.j  N.  S.y  404;  Averill  a.  Taylor,  /J.,  213 ;  Clark  a.  Harwood, 
8  J3ow.  Pr.,  470 ;  Edgerton  a.  Smith,  3  Jhier^  614.) 

Section  160  appears  to  relate  to  cases  in  which,  in  the 
same  pleading,  or  in  a  distinct,  separate  part  of  a  pleading, 
irrelevant  matter  is  mingled  with  pertinent  nmtter.  Franklin 
a.  Eeeler  (4  Paige^  882)  furnishes  an  example  of  this. 

But  section  152  refers  to  an  answer,  or  defence,  which  in  its 
entirety  is  either  sham  or  irrelevant.  I  read  the  section  thns— 
That  a  sham  answer  or  defence  and  an  irrelevant  answer  or 
defence  may  be  stricken  out  on  motion. — The  received  defini- 
tion of  a  sham  answer  is  its  falsity.  It  may  be  material  and 
pertinent,  and  yet  be  stricken  out  as  sham.  (The  People,  tS^c, 
a.  McCumber,  18  iT.  Z.  (4  SmUh)j  315.)  It  need  not,  of  course, 
be  both  sham  and  irrelevant. 
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The  case  of  Kurtz  a.  Danbar  (5  Diter^  660)  is  an  example  of 
one  portion  of  an  answer  being  stricken  out  as  irrelevant,  where 
it  would  have  constituted  a  cause  of  action,  but  could  not  be 
made  available  in  that  suit  as  a  defence,  not  giving  a  right  of 
aet-off,  and  not  constituting  a  counter-claim. 

Slack  a.  Cotton  (2  K  D.  Smithy  398)  is  an  instance  of  a 
distinct  defence  being  stricken  out  as  sham,  under  section 
152. 

In  Hecker  a.  Mitchell  (5  AbboUf  Pr.,  453)'  there  was  a  mo- 
tion for  judgment  under  section  247,  on  the  ground  of  the  friv- 
olousness  of  the  answer.  But  there  were  two  defences  set  up : 
one  of  which  was,  as  pleaded,  available ;  the  other  was  frivo- 
lous. Mr.  Justice  Woodruff,  while  denying  the  motion  as  made 
for  judgment,  ordered  the  second  defence  to  be  stricken  out, 
under  the  prayer  for  other  relief. 

The  redress  which  a  plaintiff  can  have,  under  section  247,  by 
a  judgment  for  frivolousness,  can,  of  course,  only  be  where 
every  part  of  the  answer  is  such. 

The  authorities  referred  to,  seem  to  show  that  the  ability  of 
the  plaintifitto  demur  (under  section  153)  to  one  or  more  of  the 
defences  set  up  in  an  answer,  does  not  preclude  a  motion  under 
section  152.  A  motion  for  judgment,  under  section  247,  is  a 
summary  demurrer  to  an  answer  in  cases  in  which  a  demurrer 
will  lie ;  and  so  the  motion  to  strike  out  part  of  an  answer  may 
be  regarded  as  a  summary  demurrer  to  that  part,  and  as  giving  a 
concurrent  mode  of  relief. 

Mr.  Justice  Harris,  in  Stewart  a.  Bouton  (1  Code  H.y  ilT.  S.y 
404),  says:  ^^This  motion,  to  strike  out  irrelevant  matter,  is 
analogous  to  a  demurrer,  and  should  be  decided  on  the  same 
principles.  If  matter  cannot  be  made  the  subject  of  a  material 
issue,  it  should  be  struck  out." 

There  are  authorities  to  show  that  a  demmrer  will  not  lie  to 
irrelevancy  in  a  pleading.  But  it  will  be  found  that  they  are 
cases  in  which  irrelevant  matter  has  been  united,  in  the  state* 
ment  of  some  substantive  cause  of  action  or  defence,  with  mate- 
rial matter.  Such  was  the  case  in  Watson  a.  Husson  (1  Diter, 
242),  and  Welch  a.  Hazleton  (14  Bow.  Pri,  97).  They  do  not, 
therefore,  support  the  proposition  that  a  demurrer  would  not 
lie  in  a  case  like  the  present,  nor  could  such  a  proposition  bo 
sustained  under  the  clear  language  of  section  153.    They  leave 
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tbe  qaeatioD,  whether  the  motion  under  section  153  may  not 
also  be  resorted  to,  nnaffeeted. 
The  order  must  be  affirmed^  with  oostti 


IJI        .   I  I  >  n  ■       .  H.'  ■    III      1 


B0GER8  a.  M oLEAK 
Si^eme  Courts  First  Disprict;  Qem^al  Term^  Dec.^  1860. 

FABTinON. — ^AliSNDHENT. — ApPOINTMEIfT  OF   GflAKDIAIT   07 

Infant  Li7NATiq, 

A  purchaser  at  a  judicial  sale  is  not  necessarily  ta  be  dlscliai|^ed  on  acoonnt  of 
Ibnnal  defect  In  the  Terifloation  of  a  petition  fot  the  appointment  of  gnardiaa 
for  an  infiEmt  defendant  in  the  action  In  which  Uie  aale  k  deoteed,  or  fomal 
defects  in  fihe  a^Ubentication  of  the  TeriftcaUoa  ;  hnt  snc^  defciets  vwj  he  sup- 
plied by  amendment,  nunc  pro  tunc. 

After  commencement  of  an  action  fbr  partition,  by  serrlce  of  summons  on  some  of 
the  defandants,  the  general  guardian  or  oomraittee  of  an  faifiint  lunaUo  who  Is 
n^med  as  %  party  «ad  is  interested  in  th^  snbieot-iM^Qff, «»/  ^PpJbr  to  tbe  oourt 
for  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  ad  Uttrn  for  such  in&nt  lunatic,  wider  the  pio- 
Tisions  of  the  Code.    Personal  senrice  on  such  iniant  lunatic  is  not  necessary. 

If  the  petition  of  the  committee  in  such  case  does  not  show  that  the  infant  luna- 
tic veslded  with  the  petitioner,  or  was  undes  his  ohaige  or  eostody,  such  omii- 
sion,  if  it  be  a  defect,  may  be  cured  by  amendmeu^  alteic  Judgment. 

Bven  if  the  proyisions  of  2  Revised  Statutes,  317, — relating  tp  proceedings  for  par- 
tition at  law,  upon  petition, — can  be  deemed  i^plicable  to  actions  under  the 
Code,  those  pioyisloDs  only  require  notice  of  appointment  of  guardians  to 
be  senred  on  residei^t  ssinonif  not  «q  aon-residQnts. 

Appeal  from  an  order  made  at  special  term,  relieving  Jos^h 
Richardson  from  his  purchase  of  certain  premises  sold  under 
the  judgment  in  partition  in  this  action,  on  iioeount  of  certain 
aUeged  irregularities  in  the  proceedings. 

The  principal  irregularity  complained  of,  and  that  on  which 
the  decision  at  special  term  turned,  was,  that  jurisdiction  was 
not  obtained  of  the  pereon  of  the  defendant,  Samuel  Mitchell, 
who  was  alleged  to  be  an  infant  idiot,  or  lunatic,  of  the  age  of 
twenty  years.  It  did  not  appear  that  process  was  served  upon 
him,  but  after  the  suit  was  commenced,  which  was  in  Ootober^ 
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1854;  a  petition  for  appointment  of  a  gnardian  for  him  was 
verified  bj  William  J.  Mounts,  in  December,  1854,  deeeribing 
hiiDBelf  as  the  guardian  of  said  Mitchell. 
This  petition  was  in  the  following  form :  . 

[Tnus  or  thb  Oaijss,] 

To  the  Justices  of  the  Supreme  Oourt : 
The  petition  of  William  J.  Mounts,  ef  Warren  county,  CHiio, 
the  guardian  of  Samuel  Mitchell,  an  infant  idiot  about  twenty 
years  of  age,  respectfully  showeth : 

That  an  action  has  been  commenced  against  your  petitioner's 
ward,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  New  York,  by  Wil- 
liam Sogers  and  Ann  R.,  his  wife,  for  partition  of  certain 
premises  lately  owned  by  Samuel  S.  Engle,  deceased,  situated 
in  the  city  of  Kew  York.  For  a  particular  description  of  said 
premises  reference  i^  had  to  the  complaint  of  the  plaintiffs.  But 
ai8  your  petitioner's  said  ward  is  an  infant  lunatic,  as  above  set 
forth,  he  prays  that  S.  B.  Hilbert  Judah,  of  the  city  of  Kew 
York,  counsellor-at-Uw,  may  be  the  guardian  of  your  petition- 
er's ward  in  the  defence  of  s^d  suit,  according  to  the  statute  ix\ 
such  case  made  and  provided* 

This  December  \,  1854. 

William  J.  Mounts. 

State  of  Ohio,  ) 
Warren  County,  f  **•  ^ 

On  this  19th  day  of  December,  a.  d.  1864,  personally  ap- 
peared before  toe,  Jno,  0.  Dunlevy,  judge  of  the  Probate  Court 
within  and  for  said  county,  the  above-named  petitioner,  Wil- 
Ham  J.  Mounts,  who,  being  by  me  duly  sworn,  on  oath  deposes 
and  says :  That  the  foregoing  petition,  signed  by  him,  is  true  of 
his  own  knowledge,  except  as  to  the  matters  therein  eontained 
stated  from  information  and  belief,  and  as  to  those  matters  he 
believes  it  to  be  true. 

WmJAM  J.  MOUBTS. 

Sworn  and  subscribed  before 
me,  the  day  and  year  afore- 
said. 

JkO.  0.  DUWLBJVT, 

Probate  Judge. 
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Thb  State  of  Ohio,  ) 
Warren  County,     j 

I,  J.  M.  Warwicky  clerk  of  the  Probate  Court  within  and 
for  Baid  county,  do  hereby  certify,  that  John  C.  Dunlevy, 
before  whom  the  above  affidavit  was  taken,  ie  sole  judge  of  the 
Probate  Court  in  and  for  said  county,  duly  qualified  and  com- 
miasioned  as  such,  and  that  said, affidavit  before  him  taken  and 
acknowledged  is  in  due  form  of  law. 

Witness  my  hand,  and  the  seal  of  said  court,  at 
[l.  8.]  Lebanon,  this  20th  day  of  December,  a.  d. 

1854. 

J.  M.  Wabwiok, 

Clerk  Prob.  Ct 

Statb  of  Ohio,  ) 
Warren  County, )  *** ' 

I,  John  C.  Dunlevy,  judge  of  the  Probate  Court  in  and  for 
said  county,  hereby  certify,  that  J.  M.  Warwick,  whose  certifi- 
cate is  attached  above,  is  clerk  of  said  court,  duly  commissioned 
and  qualified  as  such,  and  that  his  certificate  and  attestation 
above  is  authentic,  and  in  due  form  of  law. 

Witness  my  hand  at  Lebanon,  this  Dec.  20,  a.  d.  1854. 

Jko.  C,  Dunlkvt, 

Probate  Judge. 

I  hereby  consent  to  become  the  guardian  ad  litem  of  Samuel 
Mitchell  in  the  above  suit 

S.  B^  H.  JUDAH. 

December,  1854. 

In  January,  1865,  an  order  was  made  at  the  special  term  in 
New  York,  appointing  said  Judah  such  guardian  on  his  execn* 
ting  the  proper  bond,  which  was  done ;  and  thereafter  said  Judab 
put  in  an  answer  for  said  Mitchell  in  said  action,  and  the  suit 
was  prosecuted  to  final  judgment  in  1859,  the  final  decree 
reciting  that  Judah  appeared  as  counsel  for  the  defendant. 

At  the  referee's  sale  of  the  premises,  Richardson  became  the 
purchaser  of  the  premises  at  $80,250,  paid  the  ten  per  cent  re- 
quired to  be  paid  upon  the  purchase  at  the  time,  executed  a 
memorandum  or  certificate  of  the  purchase,  and  thereafter  ap- 
plied by  petition  to  be  discharged  therefrom  for  the  alleged 
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irregnlaritieB  above  mentioned,  and  others  not  material  to  be 
noticed. 

Upon  that  petition,  and  npon  opposing  affidavits,  the  motion 
was  heard  at  special  term  and  granted.  The  decision  is  reported 
10  Ante,  306.    From  that  decision  the  plaintifis  appealed. 

Benjamin  BiUinge  and  Ch(i8.  W.  Sandford,  for  the  appel- 
lants.— ^I.  Personal  service  of  summons  is  not  necessary,  a  vol- 
untary appearance  beiilg  equivalent,  either  by  infants  or  adults. 
(Varian  a.  Stevens,  2  Duer,  636,  affirmed  by  Court  of  Appeals ; 
Disbrow  a.  Folger,  5  AhboUi  Pr.,  53 ;  Croghan  a.  Livingston, 
17  N.  F.,  218;  S.  0.,  6  AVbotUf  Pr.,  850;  Lyle  a.  Smith,  13 
Hffuo.  Pr.,  104 ;  Wellington  a.  aaason,  9  AhlxM^  Pr.,  176 ;  S. 
0.,  18  Sow.  Pr.j  10 ;  Carpenter  a.  New  York  &  New  Haven 
R  R  Co.,  11  Bino.  Pr.y  481.) 

II.  The  appointment  of  a  guardian  €kI  litem  for  Samuel 
Mitchell,  an  infant  idiot,  residing  out  of  the  State,  upon  the 
petition  of  his  guardian,  was  regular.  1.  The  committee  of  a 
lunatic  defendant  can  have  a  guardian  ad  litem  appointed  as 
a  matter  of  course.  (New  a.  New,  6  Paige,  237 ;  Heller  a. 
Heller,  6  Bow.  Pr.,  194;  1  Barb.  Ok.,  86;  Shelf,  on  Lim., 
424,  425 ;  Wilson  a.  Grace,  14  Ves.,  172 ;  Story's  Eq.  PI,  %  70 ; 
1  Jban.  Gh.,  203;  Mit.,  104.)  2.  The  equity  jurisdiction  and 
practice  of  the  Supreme  Court  binds  parties  to  a  suit  in  par- 
tition independent  of  the  statute.  (Mead  a.  Mitchel,  17  N.  Y., 
210 ;  Croghan  a.  Livingston,  Ih.,  218 ;  S.  C,  6  Ahhott^  Pr., 
860;  Myers  a.  Basback,  4  How.  Pr,,  83.)  3.  Jurisdiction 
over  infants  is  obtained  by  the  appointment  of  guardians  ad 
litem.  (Mead  a.  Mitohel,  17  iT.  T.,  210.)  And  this  although 
the  petition  was  not  properly  verified.  (Disbrow  a.  Folger,  5 
AVbott^  Pr.,  63.)  4.  The  Bevised  Statutes  in  relation  to  parti- 
tion did  not  contemplate  any  service  or  notice  upK)n  minors  out 
of  the  State :  but  provide  for  the  appointment  of  guardians  ad 
litem  for  such  defendants  by  the  court  upon  application.  (2 
Bev.  Stat.,  4  ed.,  677,  §  2.)  And  these  provisions  apply  to 
actions  for  partition  brought  under  the  Code.  {Code,  %  448.  See 
Althause  a.  Radde,  3  Bosw.,  410,  482.) 

HI.  The  court  has  full  power  to  amend  at  any  time.    (Cro 
ghan  a.  Livingston,  17  iT.  Y.,  218 ;  S.  C,  6  Abbotts'  Pr.,  360 ; 
Althause  a.  Radde,  3  Bosw.,  410.) 
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lY.  The  order  to  duchaige  the  purehaaer  was  contraiy  to  the 
interests  of  the  infants,  and  the  rights  of  all  the  parties,  plaint 
tifib  and  defendants,  and  should  be  reversed,  and  an  order  made 
to  compel  the  purchaser  to  complete  his  pnrehase. 

y.  The  order  allowing  fifty  dollars ^eoata  of  motioD  is  irregu 
lar,  and  so  is  the  allowance  of  one  hundred  dollars  for  examin- 
ing title. 

Oearffe  F.  Skton^  and  MarthM  &  BidweU^  for  the  respon* 
dent. — ^I.  Hie  court  will  not  reverse  a  jud^ent  unless  it  is 
elearljr  erroneoss.  Even  great  doubts  are  not  sufficient  eausa 
for  interfering  with  the  judgment  (Pearson  a.  Lynch,  1  Jlbft., 
603 ;  Lloyd  a.  Ld.  Trimblestone,  %  MoHj  81 ;  Wyatt  a.  Ingram, 
8  Sagf.  Eoc,j  469 ;  1  Barb.  Ch.j  895.)  Here  the  decision  waa 
dearly  right. 

II.  The  petitioner  could  not  sue  the  referee.  A  petition  to 
the  court  was  the  proper  mode  of  proceeding.  (Merritt's  Case, 
«  JP^«^  125;  16Wetid,j  405,  421;  Darrin  «.  Hatfield,  SeU 
Notes  <f  Ct.  of  AfpedU,  Dea,  1852,  86 )  Read  a.  Fite,  8 
JETumpJLy  328,  330.) 

III.  A  purchaser  is  entitled  to  a  good  title.  (MoGown  ol 
Wilkins,  1  J^aige,  120 ;  Harlow  a.  Smith,  2  jP.  Wma.,  198, 301 ; 
Ogilvie  a.  Folj^n^be,  8  Mer.,  58,  64;  McDonald  a.  Hanson, 
12  F«9.,  277 ;  Oostar  a.  Clarke,  2  £dv).  Ok.,  428.)  He  will  not 
be  compelled  to  take  a  doubtful  title,  or  one  merely  equitable. 
(MoGown  a.  Wilkins,  1  Paige,  130 ;  Morris  a.  Mowatt,  2  /i., 
586,  590 ;  Jervoise  a.  Duke  of  Northumberland,  1  Joe.  A  IT., 
570 ;  Fletcher  a.  Button,  4  Comaty  896 ;  Jackson  a.  Edwards, 
23  Wend.,  498,  510;  Creigh  a.  Shatto,  9  Watts  A  &,  83,  84; 
Cook  a.  Farmer,  11  Aibatk^  Pr.,  40,  41 ;  Pyrke  a.  Wadding- 
ham,  17  Eng.  L.  and  Eg.,  584 ;  S.  C,  10  Hare,  1.)  Or  one 
which  may  involve  a  lawsuit,  or  a  difBcuUy  of  getting  posses- 
sion. (McQown  a.  Wilkius,  1  Paige,  120^)  Or  which  depends 
upon  a  conveyance  under  a  power  of  attorney.  {Sugd.  Vend, 
and  Pur.,  10  ed.,  487,  pi.  18 ;  ICitchel  a.  Neal,  2  Ves.  Sen., 
679 ;  Richards  a.  Benton,  JSsp.,  28.)  Or  which  is  subject  to  a 
life  estate  in  an  undivided  part.  (Spring  a.  Sandford,  7  Paige, 
550, 555 ;  Darrin  a.  Hatfield,  supra;  Bates  a.  Delavan,  5  Paige, 
299,  807,  808.)  Where  an  infant  in  a  partition-suit  was  not 
properly  brought  in  as  a  party,  although  after  the  master's  sale, 
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haviog  become  of  age^  he  offered  tx»  conyey  his  ehare  and  inter- 
est to  the  {)Qrchfl8er,  it  was  decided  that  the  parchaser  should 
be  discharged  from  the  parchase.  (Eohler  ««  Eohler,  2  JEdw^ 
69.) 

I\r»  A  purchaser  at  a  judicial  sale,  who  is  aware  of  irregular^ 
ities  in  the  proceedings^  will  take  subject  to  the  rights  and 
equities  affected  hj  such  irregularities^  and  will  not  be  entitled 
to  the  privileges  of  a  bonorfide  holder.  In  such  a  case^  tiiere* 
fore,  he  will  not  be  compelled  to  complete  his  purchase,  as  he 
will  not  have  a  title  that  is  uuimpeaehiable  or  fre^ft  from  doubt 
(Simonds  a.  Catlin,  2  Cat.,  61 ;  Case  «.  Bedfiefal,  7  We^.^  398, 
400;  Curtis  a,  Hitchcock,  10  Pcig^  899,  409;  Goivin  a, 
Luther,  9  CUne;.,  61,  64 ;  Jackson  a.  Andersou,  4  Wend.^  474 ; 
Swan  «.  Saddlemire,  8  TFendf.,  676 ;  Wo^mle^  a.  Wormtey,  8 
Wheca.,  422,  450;  SWayz^  a.  Burice^  12  Pet.^  11^  26 ;  Williama 
a.  HoUingsworth,  1  Sirobk.  JEq.^  103 ;  Saad's  Heirs  a.  Buddie, 
2  T.  JS.  Mmr^  139 ;  Hoffman  a.  Stedhedcer,  7  WxHy  89 ;  Givaki 
(u  Doe^  5  Black.j  260 ;  Enloe  a.  Miles,  12  Sm.  <k  Mar,^  147.) 
And  he  will  be  discharged  from  his  purclmse,  if  there  wais  errc^ 
in  the  decree,  although  the  parties  are  proceeding  to  rectify  it. 
(Lechmere  a.  Brasier,  2  Jac  <b  TT.,  287^) 

Y>.  Samuel  Mitchell  was  a  necessary  party,  and  was  named 
in  the  complaint  as  one  of  the  defendants ;  but  the  summons 
was  not  served  upon  him,  either  peraonally  or  by  publication ; 
nor  was  there  a  voluntary  Appearance  by  him.  It  is  now 
asserted  that  he  was  an  infant  and  a  lunatic,  or  idiot,  and  a  nob- 
resident.  There  was  no  averment  and  no  proof  of  either  of 
these  £EiCts.  The  only  attempt  to  give  any  pro(tf^  was  the  peti- 
tion oi  Mounts^  but  which  contains  no  statement  that  Mitchell 
was  a  non-resident ;  and  does  not  state  how  the  petitioner  b^ 
came  his  guardiata^  or  by  what  authority  he  was  appointed ; 
nor  whether  he  was  guardian  of  his  person  or  his  estate,  nor 
what  powers  or  authority  he  possessed  under  suxsh  appointment. 
Hie  petition  was  not  verified  so  as  to  entitle  it  to  be  read.  It 
is  not  i^ecified  at  what  place  the  affidavit  was  taken.  (2  Be^. 
SUU.J  396,  §  26,  ftubd.  1.)  The  clerk  does  not  certify  the  genu- 
ineness of  the  signature  of  the  judge,  nor  the  exigence  of  the 
court  (/}.,  subd.  2.)  These  particulars  required  by  the  statute 
cannot  be  dispensed  with  by  the  court,  especially  in  a  case 
where,  if  the  person  swore  falsely,  they  could  not  be  prosecuted 
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for  perjury ;  and  thero  is,  at  the  beet,  little  protection  to  the 
parties,  ^itus  a.  Selyea,  16  How.  Pr,^  371 ;  cited  in  Cook  a. 
Farmer,  11  AJiboM  Pr.,  40.) 

YL  If  it  had  been  duly  proved  that  Mitchell  was  a  non-reai- 
dent,  an  infant,  and  an  idiot,  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  of 
him.  1.  This  was  an  action  under  the  Code.  The  only  mode 
in  which  a  suit  can  be  commenced  agaiust  a  person  under  the 
Code,  so  as  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction,  is  by  service  of  a 
summons  on  him  personally  {Code^  §§  127, 184),  or  by  publica- 
tion {Ih.y  %  185),  or  by  his  voluntary  appearance  (/&,  §  189). 
2.  K  it  had  been  a  proceeding  under  the  Bevised  Statutes  by 
petition,  notice  of  the  petition  must  have  been  served,  before 
presenting  the  petition  to  the  court.  (2  Meo.  Stai.j  817,  §  2; 
Ib.y  319,  §§  12, 13 ;  Ih.,  320,  §§  79,  80.)  Guardians  must  also 
have  been  appointed  for  infants,  and  bonds  given  by  them.  (2 
^ev.  StaL,  307,  §§  2-4.)  The  court  has  no  power  to  authoriae 
the  sale  of  lands  of  an  infant  or  others,  except  as  given  by 
statute.  (Eogers  a.  Dill,  6  Billj  415 ;  In  re  Pettit,  2  Pai^e,  174, 
596,  Bloom  a.  Burdick,  1  BiUj  130, 138-142.)  '  Under  the  Code, 
there  must  be  service  of  summons,  or  appearance, — under  the 
Bevised  Statutes,  notice  of  petition, — ^to  give  jurisdiction. 

The  power  to  appoint  guardians  in  suits  against  infants,  does 
not  supersede  the  necessity  of  service  of  a  summons  personally, 
or  by  publication,  or  of  a  voluntary  appearance,  to  give  the 
court  jurisdiction.  In  all  cases,  it  must  be  commenced  in  one 
of  these  modes.  Before  the  Code,  such  service  or  advertise- 
ment was  necessary.  (1  Barb.  Ch.j  51,  52;  Ontario  Bank  a. 
Strong,  2  Paige^  301 ;  Minor  a.  Botts,  7  Paige^  596 ;  Grant  a. 
Yan  Schoonhoven,  9  Paige^  255.  And  see  Pollard  a.  Groom,  3 
J.  J.  Marsh,  487 ;  Walker  a.  Bank  of  Mobile,  6  Ala.,  452, 459.) 
A  man  alleged  to  be  insane  has  a  right  to  be  heard  on  the  ques- 
tion whether  he  is  insane.  (Chase  a.  Hathaway,  14  Mass.,  222.) 
So  one  alleged  to  be  a  minor,  ought  to  receive  notice. 

The  Code  gives  no  jurisdiction  over  any  persons  where  there 
is  not  service,  advertisement,  or  voluntary  appearance.  (Heller 
a.  Heller,  6  Saw.  Pr.,  194 ;  1  Code  R.y  309 ;  Cook  a.  Farmer, 
11  AhboUi'  Pr.,  40.) 

YIL  These  objections  cannot  be  obviated  by  amendment 
1.  This  court,  on  this  appeal,  has  no  power  to  make  amend- 
ment, as  none  was  applied  for  at  special  term.    The  court  has 
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BO  jarisdiction  in  these  proceedings,  except  to  determine  the 
appeal.  An  application  to  amend  can  be  made  to  the  special 
term  alone.  2.  The  pmt^haser  cannot  be  required  to  wait  till 
such  amendments  are  made,  and  a  new  judgment  obtained. 
(Eohler  a.  Eohler,  2  £iw.j  69 ;  Lechmere  a.  Basier,  2  Jao.  dh 
W.J  287.)  3.  The  conrt  has  not  power  to  bind  infants  or  adults 
to  a  sale  made  before  they  were  parties ;  and  still  less  to  decree, 
now  (before  thej  are  parties),  that  thej  shall  be  bound. 

VllL  The  purchaser  was  entitled  to  his  costs  and  expenses, 
including  counsel  fees,  which  should  come  out  of  the  fund,  as 
all  parties  to  the  suit  were  actors  on  the  sale,  and  the  sale  was, 
therefore,  the  act .  of  all.  (Eohler  a.  Kohler,  2  Edw.^  69 ; 
Pleasants  a.  Boberts,  2  MdU.^  507.) 

Charles  0^  Conor ^  for  the  appellants,  in  reply. — ^I.  Mitchell 
was  an  infant  at  the  commencement  of  the  action ;  but  he  came 
of  age  within  a  year  or  two  afterwards,  and  thereafter  an  attor^ 
ney  and  counsellor  of  the  court  appeared  for  him.  This  is  the 
appearance  of  an  adult  by  attorney  and  counsel,  and  it  disposes 
of  the  infancy-point    {Code,  §  189 ;  1  Barb.  Ch.,  149,  834.) 

n.  The  objection  that  Mitchell  was  an  idiot,  is,  if  possible, 
less  important.  1.  By  an  ancient  rule  of  the  common  law,  the 
sovereign  represents  all  idiot  subjects  or  citizens;  and  this 
branch  of  the  administration  having  been  devolved  upon  the 
chancellor  at  an  early  day,  now  reposes  in  this  judicial  tribunal 
as  the  high  court  of  equity  of  this  State.  {Shelf,  on  Lwn.^  12, 
16 
70 


17  Edw.  IL,  ch.  9,  §  10 ;  Oxenden  a.  Compton,  2  Tee.,  69, 
Gohe  {on  Magna  Charta\  2  Inst.,  14;  4  Com.  Dig.,  tit 

Idiot,  0. ;  ChiUy's  Pr&r.  of  Crown,  168 ;  2  Rev.  Stat.,  173,  §  86 ; 

Judiciary  Acty  Laws  of  1847,  328,  §  16 ;  2  Reo.  Stat,  52,  §  1.) 

2.  It  necessarily  results  that  in  a  suit  in  equity  concerning  the 
lands  of  an  idiot,  he  need  not  even  be  named  as  a  party.  The 
court  represents  him ;  and  so  held  Chancellor  Kent,  the  father 
of  equity  practice  in  this  State,  nearly  fifty  years  ago.  (Exr.  of 
Brasher  a.  Van  CortUndt,  "i' Johns.  Ch.^  242 ;  S.  C,  Ih.,  400.) 

3.  The  committee  acting  for  an  idiot  or  lunatic  are  merely 
agents  of  the  court,  acting  under  its  direction.  Their  action  is 
not  indispensable.  The  court  acts  ex  officio  as  a  protector  in 
respect  jto  idiots  or  lunatics,  as  it  does  in  respect  to  infants,  on 
the  information  of  whomsoever  the  court  in  its  discretion  thinks 
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fit  to  hear.  {Shelf,  on  Lvn^  424 ;  Maep.  'on.  Ir\f.^  400 ;  In  re 
Perkins,  2  Johns.  Ch.^  184.)  The  regular  mode  of  defending  a 
suit  brought  against  aa  idiot  is  bj  guardian  ud  litem.  Even 
where  .there  is  a  committee,  this  Is  the  regular  cbmve.  The 
court  will  not  always  appoint  the  committee,  if  thel^  be  on^  to 
defend  as  guardian  ad  litem}  and  when  there  is  Ho  committee, 
the  court  may  appoint  a  guardian  4td  Utem^  (Sherwood  a.  San- 
derson, 19  Ves.^  283 ;  Wilsota  a.  Grace,  14  Id.^  171 ;  Howlett  a. 
Wilbraham,  5  JfiM^.)  423 ;  AnotiymoHS,  3  P.  Wme.y  111 ;  Smith 
a.  Palmer,  3  Be(m.^  10 ;  Shuttleworth  (u  Shuttleworth,  3  So/rey 

14?.) 
lU.  It  cannot  be  ol^eeted  that  the  court  had  no  |x>wer  to  act 

as  protector  to  this  idiot,  and  to  r^itfeent  him  without  die  in* 
tervention  of  a  committee.  1.  The  statute  does  not  prescribe 
this  as  an  ihdispensablie  fomilEUity.  8^-  Hie  praetice  of  f^quincg 
a  eommission  of  idiocy  or  Inaacy,  seems  to  have  sjMtiag  from 
jealou&QT  of  the  prerogative*  {In  re  Bamsley^  3  Aik,^  171, 174.) 
And  the  sole  object  was  to  require  full  proof  ol  idiocy  before 
deriving  the  subject  of  his  liberty  or  of  control  over  hie  prop- 
erty. No  other  quesdon  but — ^Idiot  or  not^  wag  determinable 
in  that  way.  And  it  seeme  to  be  v^ry  doubtful  whelhfer  liiat 
proceeding  is  applicable  to  a  foreign  idiot^  fiot  t)wing  alle^anee 
to  the  State  or  b^ng  personally  within  the  StatOw  As  to  aoch 
foreign  idiots,  the  court  will  act  on  other  proof  than  an  ioquisi- 
tioa.  (^.  Otto  Lewis,  1  Vee.  Sen.^  298  4  S.  a^  ArMer^  80; 
Mip.  Gillam,  2  tea.  Jr.y  687 ;  Shelf,  on  Zun.y  ^6;  In  re  Elias, 
7  inff.  L.  and  JEq.^  &)  It  has  been  much  doubted  whether  a 
commission  was  even  proper  in  such  a  oase^  (jSbjE^.^Sonthcote, 
1  Amb^  109,  112;  S.  0.,  2  Vea.  Sen.^  400;  In  re  JPeitins,  3 
Johns.  Ch.^  124 ;  In  re  Houstoun,  1  Rttee.^  S12 ;  In  re  Baria<- 
tinski,  1  Phillips*  Ch.^  377.  Especially  see  SlocVs  IToh  Comr 
potes  MsnUsy  94,  dted  by  Gh.  Walworth,  9  Paige^  417.)  &  If 
Mitchell  was  indeed  and  in  fact  an  idiot,  sure^  neither  he  nor  his 
heirs  can  ever  assert  that  faet,  and,  at  the  same  time,  complain 
that  the  court  acted  as  that  fact  required,  i  e.^  appointed  a 
guardian  ad  litem. 

IV.  The  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter,  «.  «.,  a 
partition  of  lands  lying  within  its  jurisdiction.  (Monroe  a. 
Douglas,  4  Sandf.  Ch.^  180, 184.)  The  court  is  a  court  of  record 
of  the  highest  grade,  having  general  jurisdiction,  and  ita  cogni* 
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zance  of  the  parties  cannot  be  impeaclied  bj  evidence  contra- 
vening the  record.  (Chemung  Bank  a.  Judson,  4  Seld.y  260, 
261 ;  Croghan  a.  Livingston,  17  ]!f.  J".,  220 ;  S.  C,  6  AbhoUe' 
jPr.,  352.)  The  record  shows  jurisdiction  in  this,  that  there  is  a 
guardian  ad  liiemj  or  an  attorney  appearing  for  the  defendant, 
as  the  case  may  require ;  and  qiuunmqite  via  data  the  judgment 
is  valid.  This  is  not  reversible  on  appeal.  {Oode^  §  11.)  A 
motion  to  set  aside  the  proceedings  could  not  be  sustained. 
(Dann  a.  Dunn,  4  Paige^  425.)  An  original  action  would  not 
lie  to  vacate  the  judgment.  (Monroe  a.  Douglas,  4  Sand/.  Ch,^ 
191,  192.) 

V.  The  defendant,  Mitchell,  could  not  have  appeared  other- 
wise than  through  the  agency  of  a  guardian  ad  litem  appointed 
by  the  court  ^r^jprw?  7ru>tu,  or  on  the  application  of  the  plaintiff 
or  of  some  friend.  He  has  so  appeared,  a  protracted  and  hos- 
tile litigation  has  ensued|  and,  if  the  proceedings  are  all  void 
merely  because  a  summons  which  he  could  not  understand  was 
not  handed  to  the  idiot,  or  because  an  advertisement  which  he 
could  not  read  was  not  published  in  a  paper  one  thousand  miles 
from  his  dwelling-place — ^forms  the  most  idle  and  useless  in  fact, 
are  more  important  in  law  than  has  generally  been  supposed. 

Marshall  S,  BidweU^  for  the  respondent,  in  reply. — ^I.  The 
case  of  Brasher  a.  Yan  Cortlandt  (1  Johns.  Ch.^  245,  401),  cited 
by  Mr.  O'Conor,  was  a  suit  in  equity  by  creditors  of  a  lunatic 
against  his  committee  to  obtain  payment  of  a  debt.  The  chancel- 
lor held  that  the  court  could  order  payment  without  suit,  under 
the  statute  (1  S.  Z.,  147) ;  and  tliat,  in  that  case,  aU  the  pro-  ' 
visions  of  that  statute  were  complied  with  in  substance,  so  that, 
without  the  form  and  expense  of  a  petition,  &c.,  the  court  had 
power  to  make  the  same  orders  as  if  a  petition  had  been 
presented.  (It  has  since  been  held  that  a  suit  in  such  a  case  is 
not  only  unnecessary,  but  improper.   In  re  Heller,  3  Paige^  1 99.) 

II.  The  decision  was  founded  entirely  on  the  statute,  and  the  fact 
that  there  was  a  committee  duly  appointed  in  this  State.  Here 
there  was  no  such  committee,  and  even  if  there  was  sufficient 
evidence  of  the  appointment  of  Mounts  as  guardian,  and  that 
could  be  considered  equivalent  to  an  appointment  of  him  aa 
committee,  yet  the  court  could  not  ^ct  upon  it.  {In  re  Perkinsy 
2  Johns.  Oh.,  124 ;  In  re  Petit,  2  Paige,  174.) 

Vou  XL— 29 


450  ABBOTTS'  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Rogers  a.  McLean. 

The  court  has  no  power  to  authorize  a  Bale  of  the  real  estate 
of  an  infant  or  lunatic,  except  in  cases  prescribed  by  statute, 
Tiz.,  for  debts  or  maintenance.  {In  re  Petit,  2  Paige^  596; 
,  Bogers  a.  Dill,  6  HiU^  416.)  In  partition  suits,  its  power  to 
authorize  a  sale  is  not  derived  from  its  general  jurisdiction  over 
their  estates,  but  from  statute;  and  in  such  cases  it  has  no  other 
power  over  the  shares  of  infants,  lunatics,  &c.,  than  of  adultB. 

ni.  The  plaintiff  cannot  set  up  that  Mitchell  was  an  adult 

He  has  proceeded  and  taken  judgment  against  him  as  an 
infant  idiot,  and  he  is  not  at  liberty  to  deny  his  inliancy  or 
idiocy. 

lY.  But  Mr.  Bichardson  is  not  so  estopped,  and  may  say  tbat 
if  the  proceedings  would  be  binding  on  Mitchell  if  he  were  an 
infant  idiot,  yet  the  plaintiff  has  not  proved  that  fact.  If  the 
judgment  were  not  binding  on  him,  as  an  infant  idiot,  there  is 
an  end  of  the  case,  because  he  may  have  been  an  infant  idiot; 
but  if  it  were  in  such  a  case  binding  on  him,  then  the  question 
is,  firsty  was  it  proved  that  he  was  an  infi&nt  idiot?  seeondh/y  if 
it  were,  would  he  (if  not  an  idiot  lunatic)  be  bound  by  the 
judgment? 

The  paper  purporting  to  be  a  copy  of  the  order  of  the  court  in 
Ohio,  appointing.  Mounts  guardian  of  Mitchell,  was  not  proved 
in  thd  manner  prescribed  by  law ;  but  if  it  were  duly  proved, 
it  would  not,  in  tnis  court,  be  evidence  of  infancy  or  idiocy. 
(Morrill  a.  Dickey,  1  Johns.  CR.,  156 ;  In  re  Perkins,  2  Id.^  124; 
Williams  a.  Storrs,  6  Id.,  353,  857 ;  In  re  Petit,  2  Paige,  174 ; 
Chapman  a.  Fish,  6  HiUj  554;  Stacy  a.  Thrasher,  6  Bow.  {U. 
S.)  68;  2  KenCe  Com.,  227  (n.  h.)\  482  and  (n.  <?.);  /S&wy'i 
Confi.  ofL.y  414.) 

V.  The  rule  laid  down  in  Denton  0.  Noyes  (6  Johns.,  298), 
that  the  party  is  bound,  though  the  attorney  had  no  authority, 
does  not  govern  the  case.  1.  It  has  no  application  here,  be* 
cause  the  answer  ptirported  to  be  the  answer  of  Mounts,  not  of 
Mitchell.  2.  On  the  face  of  it,  and  of  the  papers  on  which  it 
was  founded,  the  plaintiff  was  expressly  notified  that  Mr.  Judah 
had  no  authority  from  Mr.  Mitchell  to  appear  as  his  attorney. 

3.  Mr.  Judah  did  not,  even  in  the  amended  answer,  appear 
as  Mitchell's  attorney,  but  merely  as  his  guardian  ad  litem. 

4.  If  Mitchell  were  insane,  Mr.  Judah  could  not  have  ap- 
peared for  him  as  attorney  (Elliott  a.  Elliott,  1  Carter  {Ihd),  11».) 
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Moreover,  it  has  been  overruled,  and  now  exploded.  (Bobson 
a.  Eaton,  1  T.  R.,  62 ;  Wheatley  a.  Ba«tow,  7  JDe  G.  Mae.  <& 
G^.,  261;  S.  C,  1  Jva<st  {If.  &),  11:24;  Depeu  «.  Keeling,  4 
Car.  cfe  P.,  102 ;  Bayley  a,  Buckland,  1  Exchequer  ( Weliby 
Hurls.  A  G.  B.) ;  6.  0.,  6  Dowl.  db  Zawn.,  115 ;  D.  D.  Ham- 
mek  a.  Fillis,  2  Gft-i^y,  170 ;  D.  D.  Shepherd  a.  Roe,  /*.,  171 ; 
Allen  a.  Stone,  10  Bo/rb,^  547 ;  People  a.  Mayor  of  N".  Y., 
Taylor  and  Brennan,  11  AbboUe'  Br.,  71,  72 ;  Heea  a.  Cole,  8 
Zab.y  116;  Frye  «.  Calhoun  Co.,  14  iK.,  182.) 

YI.  There  is  no  difficulty  in  proceeding  regularly  against  an 
infant  lunatic  who  is  a  non-resident.  1.  A  committee  may  be 
appointed  for  him.  {In  re  Perkins,  2  Johns.  Ch.^  124 ;  In  tv 
Petit,  2  Baige^  174.)  2.  In  a  partition-suit,  jurisdiction  over 
him  may  be  obtained  by  a  publication  under  the  Code.  That 
will  give  him  an  opportunity  to  oome  in  and  show  that  he 
is  not  a  lunatic.  (Chase  <i.  Hathaway,  14  J^«.,  222»)  The  law 
has  prescribed  this  mode  of  acquiring  jurisdiction,  and  the  court 
cannot  disregard  it.  And  they  surely  will  not  do  it,  where  the 
inheritance  is  to  be  bound ;  ihey  will  not,  in  such  a  case,  de* 
prive  a  man  of  any  safeguards  which  the  law  has  thrown  around 
him  for  his  protection.  (Titus  a.  Belyea,  16  Rou>.  Br.^  371, 
cited  in  Cook  a.  Farmer,  11  Ahbottff  Br.j  41.) 

In  the  case  of  Monroe  a.  Douglas  (4  Sandf.  Ch.y  184),  the 
vice-chancellor  says,  that  the  ^*  party  cannot  be  permitted  to 
show  that  he  never  had  any  notice  of  the  suit,  otherwise  than 

by  showing  that  the  notice  required  by  the  local  law  was  not 

•        ft 
given." 

In  this  case,  the  local  law  required  that  notice  should  be 
given  by  service  of  the  summons  (either  ^rsonally  or  by  pub- 
lication), or  that  there  should  be  a  voluntary  appearance. 

Accordingly,  Mr.  Mitchell  would  be  at  liberty  to  show  that  he 
had  not  received  such  notice ;  and  in  fhot  he  could  show  it.  If 
he  did,  the  judgment  as  to  him  would  be  void. 

By  the  Coubt. — Hookbook,  J. — ^In  this  case  the  purchaser 
asked  to  be  relieved  from  his  purchase  of  premises  bought  at  a 
sale  in  partition,  and  the  case  comes  up  on  the  appeal  of  the 
plaintiff,  from  the  order  of  the  special  term  releasing  him  from 
his  bid. 

The  principal  defect  or  irregularity  consists  in  the  allege^ 
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want  of  jurisdiction  of  the  conrt  over  the  person  of  Samuel 
Mitchell,  a  supposed  infant  and  idiot,  or  lunatic,  by  reason  of 
which  he  is  not  bound  by  the  proceedings  and  decree  in  this 
action. 

The  facts  in  regard  to  this  party,  on  which  this  question  arises 
are  these. 

This  is  a  suit  in  partition  respecting  lands  in  the  city  of  Kew 
York,  and  of  which  the  court  has  therefore  general  jurisdiction, 
in  which  a  large  number  of  parties  are  named  as  defendants, 
and  among  others  Samuel  Mitchell.  As  to  many  of  these  de- 
fendants, it  is  undisputed  that  the  court  acquired  jurisdiction  of 
them  either  by  the  service  of  process,  or  by  their  voluntary  ap- 
pearance* There  was  therefcMre  a  suit  properly  commenced,  in 
which  Mitchell,  among  others,  is  named  as  defendant.  He  was 
not  served  with  process.  He  did  not  in  person,  or  by  his  own 
voluntary  act,  put  in  an  appearance ;  nor  was  any  notice,  or  other 
paper  served  upon  him  in  the  suit ;  nor  was  publication  made 
or  ordered  as  to  him,  so  far  as  appears  from  the  papers  in  the 
case. 

Mitchell  was  named  in  the  complaint  as  entitled  to  an  undi- 
vided twentieth  part  of  the  premises,  but  (as  was  usual)  neither 
his  residence,  age,  or  mental  condition  was  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint 

CivU  actions  shall  be  commenced  by  the  service  of  a  sum- 
mons. {Oode^  §  127.)  A  summons  must  be  served  (except  where 
service  is  by  publication)  by  delivering  a  copy  thereof  to  the 
defendant  personally ;  and  if  of  unsound  mind,  and  having  a 
committee  (§  134),  tlien  also  to  such  committee.  A  voluntary 
appearance  of  a  defendant  is  also  equivalent  to  personal  service 
of  the  summons  upon  him.  (§  139.)  Kone  of  these  things  have 
been  literally  done,  and  this  defendant,  if  an  idiot,  or  a  lunatic, 
is  incapable  of  making  or  directing  a  voluntary  appearance. 

The.  question  remains  whether  any  thing  else  has  been  done 
legally  equivalent  to  the  service  of  process,  or  sufficient  to 
give  the  court  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  defendant 
MitchelL 

The  action  appears  to  have  been  commenced,  at  least,  the 
complaint  appears  to  h^ve  been  verified,  in  October,  1854.  In 
December,  1854,  William  J.  Mounts,  describing  himself  as  the 
guardian  of  Samuel  Mitchell,  an  infant  idiot,  of  about  the  age 
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of  twenty  years,  eabscribed  a  petition  to  this  conri,  setting  forth 
the  commencement  of  this  action ;  declaring  that  the  '<  peti- 
tioner's said  ward  is  an  infant  lunatic  as  above  set  forth/'  and 
praying  that  Mr.  Jndah  might  be  the  guardian  of  the  petitioner's 
ward  in  the  def^ice  of  said  suit. 

This  petition  was  verified  on  the  19th  of  December,  1854, 
and  states  that  the  petitioner  appeared  before  John  0.  Dunlevy, 
judge  of  the  Probate  Court  within  and  for  said  county,  and  be- 
ing sworn,  stated  that  t^^e  same  was  true  of  his  own  knowledge, 
except  as  to  matters  stated  on  information  and  belief,  and  as  to 
them  that  he  believed  it  to  be  true.  It  is  objected  that  the  act 
of  Congress  requires  the  place,  where  the  affidavit  was  taken, 
to  be  stated,  and  that  this  verification  is  defective  in  that  par- 
ticular. But  it  is  headed,  "  State  of  Ohio,  Warren  county,  m.," 
and  this,  taken  in  connection  with  the  certificate  of  the  judge, 
which  admits  of  the  constraction  that  the  petitioner  appeared 
before  him  within  said  connty,  and  with  the  legal  presumption 
in  favor  of  the  probable  knowledge  and  compliance  by  the 
judge  with  the  formalities  of  wla,  is  sufficient,  I  think,  to  over- 
come that  objection.  The  same  considerations,  perhaps,  should 
induce  us  to  overrule  the  objection,  that  the  clerk  of  the  Probate 
Court  has  not  certified  to  the  genuineness  of  the  signature  of 
the  judge.  He  certifies  that  ^^  John  C.  Dunlevy,  before  whom 
the  above  affidavit  was  taken,  is  sole  judge  of  the  Probate  Court 
in  and  for  said  county;"  aod  the  judge  again  certifies  to  the 
authenticity  and  regularity  of  the  clerk's  certificate.  I  am  in- 
clined to  think  this  is  sufficient ;  but  if  it  were  not  so,  I  think 
the  proper  course  would  be,  not  to  discharge  for  that  reason  the 
purchaser  from  his  bid,  but  to  allow  a  proper  certificate,  both 
on  the  part  of  the  judge  and  the  clerk,  to  be  procured  and  filed 
nunc  pro  ttmc^  and  only  to  discharge  the  purchaser  on  failure 
to  procure  and  file  the  same  within  a  specified  time,  to  be  fixed 
by  this  court. 

The  petition  was  presented  to  Justice  Boosevelt  at  a  special 
term,  on  the  4th  of  January,  1855,  and  an  order  entered  there- 
on, that  Mr.  Judah  be  appointed  guardian  ad  litem  of  the  above- 
named  defendant,  with  others.  He  was  also  ordered  to  file  a 
bond  in  the  penal  sum  of  $250,  as  such  guardian,  which  was 
done;  and  he  thereafter  answered  as  such  guardian,  and  con- 
ducted the  subsequent  proceedings  for  this  defendant.    In  thj 
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final  decree  for  sale,  Mr.  Jndak  U  relcited  as  appearing  as 
counsel  for  all  the  defendants,  and  foi^  the  guardian  ad  htem  ot 
aU  the  infant  defendants.  The^  appears  to  be  no  proof  in  the 
case  as  to  the  infancy  and  idiocy  of  lQna<i7  of  Mitchell,  beyond 
what  is  contained  in  the  petition  and  order  aboye  nientioned, 
except  that  annexed  to  the  papens  ttsed  m  opposition  to  the 
motion  it  this  cdse,  for  the  discharge  of  the  purchaser,  is  what 
purports  to  be  a  copy  of  an  appoilitment  of  Willimn  J.  Mounts, 
as  guardian  for  Samuel  Mitchell^  an  id|ptic  person  aged  about 
twenty  years,  of  Warren  county,  Ohio.  This  appointment  was 
made  by  the  Probate  Court  of  Warren  county,  Ohio,  on  the 
Idth  day  of  October,  1854.  The  question,  therefore,  seems  to 
be,  whether  on  the  petition  of  a  guardian,  thus  made  and  pre- 
sented, this  court  had  aitthority,  without  service  of  process  or 
voluntary  appearance,  to  appoint  a  guardian  of  Samnd  Mitchell, 
and  conclnde  him  by  the  proceedings  in  this  suit.  On  the  one 
hand,  it  is  contended  that  the  court  possesses  this  power  by  vir- 
tue of  its  inherent  authority  over  the  persons  and  estates  of  in- 
fants,  lunatics,  tod  idiots,  and  may  exert  it  upon  its  own  motion, 
without  suggestion  from  any  quarter;  or  may  take  such  measures 
to  enlighten  itself,  as  it  may  think  proper,  in  regard  to  the  in- 
fancy or  lunacy  of  any  party,  and  the  proper  person  to  be  ap- 
pointed committee  or  guardian  ad  Utem  for  suck  person  ;  aod 
Iiaying  exercised  this  po^er  in  the  present  case,  in  a  manner 
satisfactory  to  itself,  its  action  is  conclusive  and  the  proceedings 
regular.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  contended  that  service  of  pro- 
cess, or  voluntary  appearance,  is  the  only  ftiode  of  bringing  any 
party  into  court ;  that  the  Bevised  Statutes  expressly  require 
notice  to  be  served  upon  the  infant ;  aAd  that  it  is  only  after  such 
service  made  upon  the  proper  person  and  in  the  regular  way, 
and  tlpon  the  petition  of  the  ihfant,  or  his  committee  or  guar- 
dian appointed  in  this  State,  that  jurisdiction  can  be  acquired 
of  the  infant  and  lunatic,  or  a  guardian  ad  litem^  appointed  for 
him ;  and  that  in  the  event  of  this  not  being  done,  the  proceed- 
ings are  coram  noijudicey  and  void. 

The  important,  if  not  the  only  serious  question  in  the  case  is, 
whether  the  defendant  Mitchell  is  or  is  not  bound  by  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  suit.  And  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser  it  is 
said  in  the  first  place,  that  the  provisions  of  the  Kevised  Statutes 
have  not  been  followed,  and  therefore  the  infant  is  not  bound. 
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Those  provisions  (2  Hev.  Stat.^  317)  relate  to  proceedings  at  law 
for  the  partition  of  lands,  bnt  are  in  substance  probablj  appli- 
cable also  to  proceedings  in  equity  (/}.,  329),  if  they  are  not 
superseded  by  the  provisions  of  the  Code  or  the  general  priu> 
tice  of  the  courts  in  relation  to  the  mode  of  commencing  suita 
and  appointing  guardians  ad  litem.  Section  2  provides  for  the 
appointment  of  guardians  for  minors  (preliminary  to  the  service 
of  the  petition  for  partition),  as  well  non-resident  as  resident,  by 
a  previous  service  of  a  notice,  of  ten  days  on  the  resident  minors. 
Section  12  provides  that  after  such  appointment,  the  service  of 
the  petition  and  notice  of  presentation  shall  be  made  on  non* 
resident  parties,  minors,  or  of  full  age,  by  a'  three  months'  pub- 
lication in  the  State  paper,  and  in  a  newspaper  printed  in  the 
county  where  the  premises  are  situated. 

But  the  proceedings  are  in  their  nature  inappropriate  to  au 
action  for  partition  under  the  Code.  And,  therefore,  they  are 
not  required  to  be  strictly  followed  {Code^  %  448),  although  it 
has  been  held  in  the  Superior  Court  of  New  York,  that  in  a  suit 
under  the  Code,  a  guardian  in  partition  cases  may  be  appointed 
previous  to  the  commencement  of  the  action.  (Althause  a. 
Badde,  3  Bogw.y  410.)  At  all  events,  it  cannot  be  doubted  that 
an  appointment,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  tlie  Code,  would 
be  legal  and  binding. 

Sy  section  115  of  the  Code,  where  an  infant  is  a  party,  he 
must  appear  by  guardian.  In  this  case  the  infant  is  a  party-de- 
fendant. He  is  a  party  to  the  suit,  when  he  is  named  as  a  party 
in  the  summons  and  complaint,  and  is  shown  thereby  to  have 
an  interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  action,  and  where  the 
suit  is  actually  commenced  against  some  of  the  persons  named 
as  the  defendants  therein.  And  this  is  especially  so,  where  he 
appears  to  have  a  joint  interest,  or  an  interest  in  common  with 
others.  In  such  event  he  becomes  a  party  to  the  suit  as  well 
before  as  after  the  service  of  process  upon  him.  Therefore  if  an 
infant,  he  is  not  obliged  to  wait  until  the  actual  service  of  pro- 
cess upon  him,  before  he  procures  the  appointment  of  a  guar- 
dian ad  litem.  (Yarian  a.  Stevens,  2  Duer^  635.)  So  also  he 
may  voluntarily  appear  and  have  the  proceedings  dismissed  if 
irregular  or  void.  (Lyle  a.  Smith,  13  How.  Pr.y  104.)  So  also 
he  may  on  his  own  motion  procure  the  appointment  of  a  guar- 
dian CLd  Utem^  serve  an  answer  to  the  merits  of  the  action, 
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and  compel  the  plaintiff  to  receive  it.  (Wellingtpn  a.  Claason, 
9  AhboUs'  Pr.,  17 ;  S.  C,  18  How.  Pr.,  10.) 

Mitchell  then  having  become  a  party-defendant  to  a  suit  in 
partition,  and  being  an  infant  over  the  age  of  fourteen  jears, 
and  an  idiot,  or  a  lanatic,  a  guardian  was  to  be  appointed  for 
him.  {Oode^  %  116.)  Properlj,  if  the  infant  had  been  of  Bound 
mind,  the  guardian  could  and  should  have  been  appointed 
npon  the  petition  of  the  infant  himself.  (§  116.)  But  in  the 
present  case  this  was  of  course  impracticable.  A  petition  from 
a  lunatic  wonld  have  been  useless  and  nonsensical ;  and  strictly 
speaking  the  Code  does  not  provide  for  the  case  of  a  lunatic  in- 
fant over  fourteen  years  of  age.  It  must  be  regulated  therefore 
by  the  established  practice  of  the  court,  and  by  sound  judicial 
discretion.  In  analogy  to  the  mode  of  procedure  required 
where  the  infant  is  under  fourteen  yean  of  age,  and  founded 
npon  the  want  of  discretion  supposed  to  attach  to  infants  of 
such  tender  age,  perhaps  it  would  be  wise  to  exact  notice  to 
the  person  with  whom  the  infant  resides,  where  the  applicatfon 
for  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  is  by  a  relative  or  friend  of 
the  infant,  and  he  has  no  guardian.  But  in  this  case  he  has  a 
guardian  (extra-territorial  to  be  sure).  And  it  is  fair  to  pre- 
sume that  the  lunatic  resides  with,  or  is  under  the  immediate 
charge  and  control  of,  such  guardian ;  and  if  proof  is  necessary 
upon  this  subject, — ^in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  the  con- 
trary,— ^I  think  it  may  be  supplied  hereafter  nunc  pro  tune  by 
way  of  amendment  {Oode^  §  173  ;  Oroghan  a.  Livingston,  17 
N.  n,  218 ;  8.  0.,  7  AliboUa'  Pr.,  852.) 

If  the  Revised  Statutes  are  to  govern,  I  perceive  no  section 
which  is  directly  applicable  to  the  case  in  hand,  unless  it  be 
section  2,  of  the  title  in  regard  to  the  partition  of  lands  before 
quoted  (2  Rev.  Stat.j  317,  §  2),  and  that  only  requires  notice  to 
the  resident  minors  of  intention  to  apply  for  the  appointment 
of  guardians,  both  for  the  resident  and  non-resident  minors. 

If  we  refer  to  the  mode  of  commencing  a  suit  against  a  per- 
son, judicially  declared  to  be  of  unsound  mind,  we  find  that  it 
is  to  be  commenced  by  service  of  the  summons  upon  the  de- 
fendant and  upon  the  committee  (or,  as  he  appears  to  be  termed 
in  Ohio,  the  guardian).  {CocUj  §  134.)  This  is  essential,  doubt- 
less, to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  obtain  a  regular  and  compulsory 
judgment  where  the  adverse  party  does  not  appear.    But  I  can- 
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not  Bnppoee  it  to  be  indispensable  where  such  adverse  partj 
does  appear,  in  the  only  mode  in  which  he  can  (in  the  case  of 
a  lunatic)  possibly  appear,  that  is  through  the  medium  and  in- 
tervention of  a  third  party.  In  such  case,  if  the  committee  or 
guardian  present  the  petition  to  the  court  for  a  guardian  ad 
litemy  it  comes  from  the  most  proper  person  who  can  possibly 
represent  the  party,  and  in  the  appropriate  and  commendable 
exercise  of  his  functions  as  such  committee  or  guardian  ;  and  if, 
in  addition,  the  petition  itself  discloses  the  fact  that  a  suit  in 
partition  has  been  commenced  against  such  infant  and  lunatic, 
and  this  fact  is  not  disputed,  I  cannot  but  think  that  the  court 
obtains  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  lunatic  and  infant  de- 
fendant ;  so  far  at  least  as  to  conclude  him  in  the  suit  in  regard 
to  the  lands  lying  in  the  State  of  Kew  York. 

The  practice  pursued  in  this  case  to  effect  an  appearance  of 
the  lunatic,  seems  to  be  in  accordance  with  the  usual  practice 
of  courts  of  equity,  where  a  lunatic  is  made  a  defendant  in 
an  action  (1  Barb.  Ch.  Pr.j  86,  and  cases  and  books  there 
cited),  and  must,  I  think,  be  conclusive  upon  the  defendant  ac- 
cordingly. As  this  practice  is  supposed  to  be  ample  to  protect 
the  rights  of  the  lunatic,  the  additional  disability  or  quality  (if 
I  may  so  term  it)  of  infancy,  ought  not  perhaps  to  be  regarded 
as  imposing  additional  restrictions  or  difficulties  in  the  way  of 
procuring  his  appearance  in  the  action ;  and  especially  so,  as 
none  of  the  requirements  of  the  Code  in  regard  to  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  guardian  ad  lUem^  seem  directly  adapted  to  the  case 
of  an  infant  idiot  or  lunatic. 

Further,  the  Code  (§  139)  provides  that  the  "  voluntary  ap- 
pearance of  a  defendant  is  equivalent  to  personal  service  of  the 
summons  tipon  him."  The  spirit  of  this  enactment  has  been 
held  to  be  complied  with,  by  the  voluntary  appearance  and  pro- 
curement of  a  guardian  ad  litem  by  an  infant  defendant  over 
the  age  of  fourteen  years,  without  the  actual  service  of  process 
upon  him.  (Varian  a,  Stevens,  2  Diiery  686 ;  approved  in  Wel- 
lington a.  Olaason,  9  Abbotts'  Pr.,  175 ;  S.  C,  18  How.  Pr., 
10.)  If  this  distinction  is  correct,  and  it  seems  to  me  to  be  so, 
I  am  unable  to  see  why  it  should  not  be  extended  to  the  volun- 
tary appearance  of  an  infant  lunatic  defendant,  over  the  age  of 
fourteen  years,  without  the  actual  service  of  process  upon  him, 
provided  the  requirements  of  the  Code,  so  far  as  they  are  appli- 
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oable,  and  ia  the  absence  of  any  express  requirements,  the 
established  practice  of  a  court  of  eqaitj,  are  observed  in  effect* 
ing  his  appearance,  and  procuring  the  appointment  of  a  guardian 
(kd  litem. 

I  am  of  opiniofty  therefore,  that  none  of  the  objections  of  the 
purchaser  to  the  validity  of  the  partition  proceedings,  as  against 
the  defendant  Mitchell,  are  well  taken,  to  that  degree  that  thej 
are  incapable  of  being  remedied  by  amendment.  I  have  not 
examined  any  other  objeetitms  than  those  relating  to  the  de- 
fendant Mitchell,  because  aone  other  were  examined  at  the 
special  term,  and  because  it  seemed  to  be  taken  for  granted^ 
that  unless  the  purchaser  could  prevail  on  these,  the  olheis 
would  be  unavailable, 

I  conclude  that  the  order  of  the  special  term  should  be  re^ 
tersed,  and  the  purchaser  be  required  to  complete  his  purchase, 
provided  the  plaintiff,  within  forty  days  after  the  entry  and 
notice  of  the  order  as  finally  settled  upon  this  decision,  shall 
procure  and  file  with  the  clerk  of  this  coart,  where  the  other 
papers  in  this  cause  are  filed,  an  amendmmt  of  the  petition  of 
William  J.  Mounts,  to  the  effect  that  bis  infant  or  lunatic  ward 
was,  at  the  time  of  verifying  his  original  petition,  residing  with 
him,  or  under  his  charge  or  custody ;  and  an  amendment  of  the 
jurat  or  certificate  of  the  judge  attached  thereto,  stating  the 
place  where  the  said  petition  was  verified  and  afiidavit  was 
taken  ;  and  an  amendment  of  the  certificate  of  the  clerk,  so  that 
it  shall,  in  addition  to  its  present  contents,  certify  to  the  exist- 
ence of  the  court  and  the  genuineness  of  the  signature  of  the 
judge.  Such  amendment  when  made,  to  be  deemed  made 
nunc  pro  tunc;  and  if  not  made  and  filed  as  aforesaid,  then 
that  the  order  of  the  special  term  (except  so  far  as  it  allows 
more  than  $10  costs  of  motion,  in  which  particular,  it  should^ 
in  any  event,  be  reversed)  be  affirmed. 

In  either  event, — of  affirmance  or  reversal, — the  petition  ia 
entitled  to  $10  costs  of  the  special  term,  and  $10  costs  of  appeaL 

SuTHEBLAND,  J.,  concurred. 

BoHNXY,  J.,  dissented* 


NEW  TOKK.  45» 


De  Wilt  a.  Chuidkr. 


DE  wrrr  a.  chandler. 

SuprenM  Cowl,  FvrU  Diririet;  OeneraL  Terrn^  Jfovemler^  I860. 

LbGAOT. — ^YOLUNTABT   AsSOCIATIOir* — AOTION    IN    THE   NAICB  09 

PKaoDBNT. — DisifimiAL  w  OoMPLAnrv. 

Jo,  aad  pvevious  to,  Majr,  1849,  then  existed  in  Hew  York  three  iminoorporated 
aaiociatioDs  of  similar  objects,  viz. :  The  American  Protestant  Society,  whose 
object  was  to  diffuse  through  the  United  States  the  principles  of  the  Protestant 
religion ;  The  Foreign  Evangelical  Society,  whose  object  was  to  promote  the 
moral  and  religious  welfare  of  the  inhabitants  of  foreign  Obrfetian  countries ; 
and  The  Christian  Alliance,  whose  object  was  to  unite  Christians  of  all  denomi- 
nations in  promoting  religious  freedom  and  knowledge  in  papal  countries. 
These  associations  were  simultaneonsly  dissolved,  and  the  members  of  them 
associated  themselves  as  the  American  and  Foreign  Christian  Union,  whose 
object  was  declared  to  be  to  diffuse  religious  liberty  and  pure  Christianity,  both 
at  home  and  abroad,  where  a  corropt  Christifinity  exists.  The  defendants'  tes- 
tator who  died  shortly  before  the  union  of  these  societies,  bequeathed  a  legacy 
to  be  paid  in  six  years  from  his  decease,  to  the  person  who  at  such  time  should 
act  as  treasurer  of  the  American  Protestant  Society,  the  first  above  named. 

Mdd,  1.  That  the  new  society  sufficiently  represented  the  other  to  be  entitled 
to  the  legacy.  • 

2.  That  an  action  to  recover  it  must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  treasurer 
of  the  new  society,  he  being  the  real  party  in  interest. 

The  president  of  such  an  association  may,  under  the  acts  of  1849  and  1851,  main- 

.  tain  actions  on  behalf  of  the  association ;  and  If  the  legacy  had  been  to  the 
association  instead  of  the  treasurer,  the  president  might  recover  thereon. 

The  ol>jection  that  such  an  action  was  brought  in  the  name  of  the  president  in- 
stead of  by  the  treasurer,  need  not  be  taken  by  demurrer  or  answer,  but  may 
be  taken  on  the  trial  on  ^e  ground  that  the  facts  do  not  constitute  a  cause  of 
action. 

Although  the  complaint  in  soch  an  action,  among  other  relief,  demands  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  trustee  to  receive  the  legacy  if  such  appointment  should  be 
adjudged  necessary,  the  court  will  not  deem  that  a  proper  subject  to  be  passed 
on  in  a  suit  framed  for  the  main  purpose  of  obtaining  payment  of  the  legacy 
to  the  existing  treasurer. 

In  such  case  the  order  dismissing  the  complaint  should  be  without  prejudice  to  a 
new  action. 

Appeal  from  an  order  digmissmg  the  complaint 

On  the  30th  day  of  November,  1847,  Peter  Chandler  made 
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and  executed  his  last  will  and  testament,  and  among  numerous 
bequests  made  the  following : 

'^I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  executors  the  sum  of  three  thou- 
sand dollars,  in  trust,  to  pay  over  the  same  in  six  years  from  my 
decease,  to  the  person  who,  when  the  same  is  payable,  shall  act 
as  the  treasurer  of  the  American  Protestant  Society,  reorganized 
in  the  city  of  New  York,  under  its  present  name  in  the  year 
1844,  to  be  applied  to  the  charitable  uses  and  purposes  of  said 
society,  and  under  its  direetions." 

The  testator  died  on  the  1st  day  of  January,  1848.  The 
American  Protestant  Society,  from  the  date  of  said  will,  until 
Kay  10, 1849,  was  a  voluntary  and  unincorporated  association 
of  persons  in  the  city  of  New  York,  organized  under  a  consti- 
tution which,  among  other  things,  declared  the  object  and  pur- 
pose of  said  asBoeiation,  as  follows : 

Article  2d. 

^'The  object  of  this  society  is  to  diffuse  throughout  the 
United  States  the  principles  of  the  Protestant  religion,  for  the 
purpose  of  enlightening  the  minds  both  of  Protestants  and  of 
Komanists  respecting  the  doctrines  and  duties  revealed  in  the 
word  of  God,  and  to  diffuse  correct  information  concerning  the 
distinctions  between  Protestantism  and  Bomanism." 

On  the  10th  day  of  May,  1849,  said  association  ceased  to 
exist,  and  ceased  to  have  any  organization  whatever,  or  any 
officers. 

There  also  existed  in  the  city  of  New  York  on  the  10th  day 
of  May,  1849,  a  certain  other  voluntary  and  unincorporated 
association,  called  "The  Foreign  Evangelical  Society  of  the 
United  States,'^  having  a  constitution  which  declared  the  ob- 
ject of  such  association  as  follows : 

Abticlb  2d. 

"The  object  of  this  institution  shall  be,  by  means  of 
preaching,  schools,  useful  books,  and  other  lawful  instrumen- 
talities, to  promote  the  moral  and  religious  welfare  of  our 
fellow-men  in  foreign  Christian  countries  which  stand  in  need 
of  our  aid." 
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This  society  also  ceased  to  exist,  or  to  have  any  officers  or 
organization  on  said  10th  day  of  May,  1849. 

Another  vblnntary  and  nnincorporated  association  also  ex- 
isted on  said  10th  day  of  May,  1849,  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
called  by  the  name  of  ^^  The  GhriBtian  Alliance." 

The  object  of  the  last  association  ^^was  to  nnite  Christians  of 
all  denominations,  in  promoting  religions  freedom,  and  tp  diffuse 
nsef  nl  religions  knowledge,  especially  the  word  of  God,  among 
the  nations  of  Italy  and  other  papal  countries.'^ 

On  the  10th  day  of  May,  1849,  a  new  association,  voluntary 
and  nnincorporated,  was  formed  in  the  city  of  New  York  by 
the  associates  of  the  aforesaid  three  associations,  and  consisted 
of  seven  or  more  associates,  and  adopted  a  name, ''  The  Ameri- 
can and  Foreign  Christian  Union,"  and  a  constitution,  which, 
among  other  matters,  declares  the  object  of  such  new  association 
as  follows : 

Abtiolk  2d. 

"The  object  of  the  society  shall  be  by  missions,  colportage, 
th^  press,  and'  other  appropriate  agencies,  to  diffuse  and  pro- 
mote the  principles  of  religious  liberty,  and  a  pure  and  evan- 
gelical Christianity,  both  at  home  and  abroad,  wherever  a  cor- 
rupt Christianity  exists." 

The  plaintiff  in  this  action,  as  the  .president  of  the  latter 
association,  brought  this  action,  under  the  Law  of  1849,  as 
amended  in  1861  (see  Lcms  of  1849,  ch.  258 ;  lb.  1851,  ch. 
455), — authorizing  suits  by  associations  to  be  maintained  in  the 
name  of  officers, — against  the  defendants  as  the  executors  of  said 
testator,  to  enforce  the  payment  of  the  legacy  which  the  exec- 
utors, on  demand,  had  refused  to  pay.  The  cause  was  referred 
to  H.  W.  Bobinson,  Esq.,  as  referee,  who  dismissed  the  com- 
plaint with  costs  after  a  hearing  of  the  parties. 

The  referee  who  tried  the  cause  found  the  foregoing  facts  sub- 
atantially^  and  the  following  conclusions  of  law : 

1.  That  no  law  authorizes  an  action  in  the  name  of  the  presi- 
dent of  an  association,  unincorporated  and  voluntary, .  except 
when  such  action  might  be  maintained  in  the  name  of  the 
associAtes. 

2.  That  the  American  and  Foreign  Christian  Union  has  no 
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right  to  maintain  the  action^  either  in  its  own  name,  or  the 
name  of  the  president. 

3.  The  bequest  in  qnestion  was  not  a  legacj  to  the  Ammoan 
Protestant  Society,  bnt  was  made  for  the  charitable  uses  and 
purposes  of  said  society. 

4.  The  American  Protestant  Society,  being  a  voluntary  and 
unincorporated  society  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  was  legally 
incompetent  to  take  or  hold  property  as  trustee. 

5.  That  the  trust  contained  in  the  bequest  in  question,  is  not 
the  subject  of  a  voluntary  transfer.  And  the  American  Protes- 
tant Society  had  no  power  over  or  interest  in  its  execntion, 
which  it  could  assign  or  transmit  to  ^^  The  American  and  For- 
eign Christian  Union,"  or  its  president. 

6.  That  the  American  and  Foreign  Ohristian  Union  had  not, 
nor  has  its  president,  any  other  or  further  interest  in  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  bequest  than  any  citizen  at  large,  and  such  generd 
interest  does  not  furnish  any  ground  of  action. 

7.  The  objection  is  apparent  in  the  face  of  the  complaint, 
that  a  cause  of  action  ia  not  atated,  and,  therefore,  it  waa  not 
necessary  to  demur. 

The  plaintiff  duly  excepted  to  the  report  of  the  referee,  and 
to  his  conclusions  of  law,  and  the  report  was  filed  and  judg- 
ment entered  thereon  in  favor  of  the  defendants,  dbmiasing  the 
complaint,  and  for  $112.90,  the  costs  of  the  action,  on  the  ITtk 
day  of  June,  1868.  The  plaintiff  duly  appealed  therefrom  to 
the  general  t^m. 

J.  W.  Edmonds^  for  the  appellant — ^I.  This  action  is  properly 
brought  in  the  name  of  the  president  of  the  society.  Tlie  A<^ 
(ch.  258,  389)  of  1849  authorizes  any  joint«took  company  er 
association  thus  to  prosecute^  The  Act  (ch.  4&&y  838)  of  18al 
extends  the  provisions  of  that  aet  to  *'  any  company  or  associa- 
tion composed  of  not  less  than  seven  persons,  who  are  ownea 
of,  or  have  any  interest  in,  any  property,  right  of  action,  or  de- 
mand," &c.  (Austin  a.  Searing,  16  iJT.  7.,  11«;  Tibbetts  a. 
Blood,  21  Barb.,  630.) 

n.  The  referee  erred  in  ruling  that,  the  bequest  can  be  sus- 
tained against  the  trustee  only  by  the  attorney-general.  1.  That 
is  on  the  principle  that  plaintifia  are  not  oeaiuis  yua  tmoL    ThaX 


NEW  YOPwK.  4«8 


Dv  Witt  a.  ObftadI«r. 


is  begging  the  whole  questioD  involTed  in  the  action,  and  de- 
ciding the  merits  on  a  qaestion  of  partiee ;  and  that  is  nevar 
done,  when  a  valid  deoree  on  the  aabject-matter  can  be  made 
between  the  parties  in  court,  in  the  pending  action.  {Story^s 
JSq.  PL,  §  228.)  %  The  case  cited,  Female  Association  a.  Beek- 
man  (21  Ban^.,  665),  does  not  establish  this  principle.  It  merely 
decides  that,  in  a  case  of  a  charity,  where  there  is  no  one  who 
has  more  than  a  mere  possibility,  the  attorney-general  may  en- 
force it.  3.  Besides,  eyen  if  it  were  so,  that  is  no  reason  why 
the  complaint  should  have  been  dismissed.  The  canse  mi^t 
stand  over  to  bring  in  the  attonney-geneiml,  the  objection  being 
made  only  at  the  hearing.  {SUn^s  Eg.  PL,  §§  286,  541.)  If 
dismissed,  it  ought  to  have  been  without  prejudice  to  a  new 
suit.  4.  But  these  plaintiff  had  more  than  a  mere  possibility. 
If  they  have  not  the  beneficial  interest,  no  one  has ;  and  it  is 
only  where  all  the  parties  interested  are  parties  to  the  abuse, 
that  the  proceeding  must  be  by  the  attorney-general.  (Bromley 
a.  Smith,  1  Sim.,  8.)  5«  It  is  too  late  to  make  an  objection  as  to 
parties.  It  ought  to  have  been  made  by  demurrer,  and  not 
being  so  made,  it  is  waived.  {Coiej  §§  144, 147 ;  Zabriskie  a. 
Smith,  3  Kem.,  886.) 

III.  These  plainttffi  succeed  to  all  the  rights  of  the  legatees, 
and  can  enfcwce  the  bequest  1.  The  society,  as  to  all  the  pur- 
poses of  this  action,  ia  the  same ;  it  has  the  same  members,  the 
same  objects,  and  the  eame  property  and  organization ;  it  has 
merely  changed  its  name,  and  added  to  its  members.  (Hen- 
drickson  a,  Decow,  SaxL,  577.)  2.  The  bequest  was  to  the  ex- 
ecutors to  pay  over  to  the  treasurer  of  the  society,  with  direc^ 
tions  how  it  shall  be  expended,  to  wit,  ^^  for  the  charitable  uses 
of  the  society  and  under  its  direction."  8.  This  constituted  the 
society  the  ceatfuis  que  trwtt^  and  the  'executors  the  trustees. 
(McGirr  a.  Aaron,  1  Penn.,  49 ;  Brewers  a.  Fromm,  Addis*, 
802 ;  Hadley  a.  Hopkins  Academy,  14  Pick.,  240 ;  Hadden  a. 
Chom,  8  B.  2fon.y  70.)  4.  The  mere  trantfer  of  the  power 
over  the  administration  of  the  trust  from  one  person  to  another, 
does  not  alter  the  case.  (The  Sailor's  Snug  Harbor  Case,  3 
Petersy  09;  Zawe  qf  1848,  288,  ch.  177;  Badley  a.  Hopkins 
Academy,  14  PicLj  940 ;  State  a.  Cutler,  4  Sh^.,  849 ;  Sewall 
a.  Cargill,  3  lb.,  414 ;  Pownell  a.  Myers,  16  Verm.,  408 ;  Mill^ 
a.  Qable,  2  Den.,  492 ;  Hombeck  a.  American  Bible  Society, 
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2  Sandf.  Ch.,  133 ;  Potter  a.  Chapin,  6  Pai^^  689 ;  Cincinnati 
o.  White,  6  JPeters,  431.)  6.  This  is  a  definite  charity,  and  is  a 
trust  which  equity  will  execute,  and  not  suffer  to  fail  by  any 
change  in  the  instrumentalities.  (Wade  a.  Am.  Colon.  Society, 
7  4S:  cfc  jr.,  663 ;  Potter  a.  Chapin,  6  Faigcj  639.) 

lY.  It  i^  the  duty  of  this  court,  as  a  court  of  equity,  to  en- 
force this  bequest.  1.  The  purpose  of  the  bequest  is  a  recog* 
iiized  legal  charity.  (Christ's  College,  1  W.  Black.^  90 ;  Mog- 
gridge  a.  Thackwell,  7  Ves.^  36.)  2.  As  such,  it  is  to  be  received 
favorably  and  enforced,  unless  clearly  against  law.  3.  In  such 
cases,  the  general  jurisdiction  of  this  court  embraces  it  as  part 
of  the  general  power  of  the  court,  and  irrespective  of  43  Eli*. 
(Beatty  a.  Kurtz,  2  PeterSy  584 ;  McCarty  a.  Orphan  Asylum, 
9  Cbw^  481.)  4.  It  has  such  jurisdiction,  and  will  exercise  it 
independent  of  43  Eliz.,  even  where  the  beneficiaries  are  too 
vaguely  designated  to  be  able  to  claim  for  themselves.  (Wright 
a.  Trustees,  &c.,  1  JSqf.j  202 ;  Dutch  Church  a.  Mott,  7  Paiffe, 
77 ;  King  a.  WoodhuU,  3  JEdw.^  79 ;  Burr  a.  Smith,  7  Fimk, 
241 ;  Attomey-Oeneral  a.  Jolly,  1  Bich.  {S.  C)y  99 ;  Kniskem  a. 
Lutheran  Church,  1  Sandf,  Ch.^  439.)  5.  This  charity  is  suffi- 
ciently definite  and  certain  to  be  enforced.  (Ooing  a.  ^mory, 
16  Pi^y  107 ;  Bartlett  a.  King,  12  Mass.^  537 ;  Burr  a.  Smith, 
7  Vetm.y  241 ;  Stone  a.  Griffin,  3  /6.,  400 ;  (Varies  a.  Hunni- 
cut,  5  CaUy  311 ;  Coggeshall  a.  Pelton,  7  JohiM.  Ch,^  292 ;  Shot- 
well  a.  Mott,  2  Scmdf.  Ch^  46 ;  White  a.  Attorney-General,  4 
Ired  Eq.y  19 ;  Attorney-General  a.  Wallace,  7  B.  Man.j  611 ; 
Pickering  a.  Shotwdl,  10  Barr.y  28 ;  Winslow  a.  Cummings,  3 
Gtish.y  358 ;  Sweeney  a,  Simpson,  5  Ind^  466.)  6.  And  es- 
pecially is  this  so,  where,  as  in  this  case,  there  is  given  a  dis- 
cretionary power  to  make  it  certain.  (Faversham  a.  Ryder,  27 
JEng.  Z.  d&  £q.,  367 ;  Whicker  a.  Hume,  10  76.,  217 ;  Bull  a. 
Bull,  8  Conn.^  48.)  7.  It  is  no  objection  that  the  society  is  un- 
incorporated, for  even  if  a  direct  bequest  to  it,  it  would  be 
valid.  (Banks  a.  Phelan,  4  Barb.,  80 ;  Wright  a.  Trustees,  &c., 
1  JBbf.,  202  ;  King  a.  WoodhuU,  3  JSiw.^  79 ;  Bartlett  a.  Nye, 
4  MetCy  378.)  8.  Even  if  fajling  in  part,  the  bequest  will  be 
executed  as  far  as  possible.  The  doctrine  of  cypres  obtains  in 
this  State.  (Coster  a.  Lorillard,  14  Wend.,  808;  Gilman  a. 
Hamilton,  16  /«.,  225  ;  1  Bev.  Stat.,  748,  §  2 ;  728,  §  17 ;  226, 
§  38.)    And  will  be  enforced,  however  uncertain  the  object  or 
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penoD,  whether  the  purpoee  can  be  execated  or  not,  whether 
the  deyisees  are  ia  mm  or  not,  and  whether  the  legatee  be  a 
corporation  or  not  Where  a  literal  execution  becomee  imprae- 
ticable,  the  court  will  execute  it  cy  pre9*  (4  KenPa  Com.^ 
508,  n«)  He  bequest  will  not  be  allowed  to  fail,  because  tlie 
object  cannot  be  found.  (Loscrombs  a.  Wintingham,  7  Mag. 
JL  db  Eq,,  164 ;  Clark  a.  Tajlor,  21  Ib.^  308 ;  BiefamoBd  County 
«.  Taylor,  OUfnery  384.)  In  such  case,  it  will  be  executed  to 
a  kindred  puipose.  (Winslow  a.  Gummings,  3  OuBk.y  358 ; 
Wheeler  a.  Smith,  9  Hiw>.  JJ.  iSl,  55 ;  Wright  a.  Truateisa,  1 
Scff.^  202.) 

Y.  This  bequest  vealed  in  the  lifetime  of  the  American  Prot* 
estant  Society,  and  paased  to  these  plaintiffs  by  valid  assign- 
ment. The  testator  died  1st  January,  1848.  The  union  of  tbe 
Bocietiee  did  not  occur  until  May,  1849,  sixteen  months  after. 
Thas  the  bequest  vested.  (Oonklin  a.  Moore,  2  Bradlf,^  179 ; 
Patterson  a.  Ellis,  11  TTefu?.,  260.)  And  under  the  Code,  these 
plaintiffs,  being  the  parties  in  interest,  must  sue.     {(Joda^ 

§  111.) 

YI.  This  bequest  ought  to  be  enforced,  on  the  broad  ground 
diat  it  is  ^^  an  established  principle  of  American  law,  that  the 
Oonrt  of  Chancery  will  sustain  and  protect  a  gift,  bequest,  or 
dedieation  of  property  to  public  or  charitable  uses,  provided 
the  same  is  consistent  with  local  laws  and  public  policy,  wheie 
the  object  of  this  gift  or  dedication  is  specific  and  capable  of 
being  carried  into  effect  according  to  the  intention  of  the  do- 
nor." (Potter  a.  Ohapin,  6  Paige^  650,  per  Walworth,  Ch., 
citing  2  Km^a  <km,^  286;  Ih.^  608 ;  2 Peters,  £66 ;  3  /&.,  99 ;  • 
7  Verm.,  241.) 

jBI  Shddonj  for  the  respondents. — ^L  The  l^acy  was  eon- 

tingent,  and  has  lapsed  and  fallen  into  the  residuary  estate. 

let.  Because  ndiiher  the  legady  nor  tlie  interest  thereon  was  to 

be  paid  until  six  years  after  the  decease  of  the  testator,  with 

interest  after  one  year  from  his  decease,  and  then  only  to  '^  the 

person  who,  when  the  same  should  be  payable,  should  act  as 

Treasurer  of  The  Americah  Protestant  Society,  reorganized 

under  its  present  name  in  the  year  1844.    The  testator,  by  the 

pecuHar  wording  of  the  bequest,  evidently  intended  that  the 

payment  should  depend  and  be  conditioned  upon  the  fact  of  the 
Vol  XL— so 
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devisee  remaining  in  a  certain  status.  (Patterson  a.  Ellis,  11 
Wend.j  259-267.)  All  the  other  bequests  contained  in  the  will 
are  in  the  nsnal  form :  this  alone  is  an  exception, — clearly  show- 
ing by  this  the  testator's  intention,  and  the  principle  is  familiar 
that  the  testator's  intention  must  govern,  (/ft.,  265-267.)  2d. 
Because,  when  the  legacy  and  the  interest  became  due  and  pay- 
able, there  was  no  legatee  in  existence  competent  or  authorized 
to  receive  the  same.  8d.  Because,  on  the  merger  of  the  three 
societies,  the  objects  of  the  consolidated  society  were  entirely 
dissimilar  to  those  held  by  The  American  Protestant  Society. 

n.  The  rule  as  laid  down  in  Jarman  on  Wills  (vol.  i.,  639), 
and  which,  without  doubt,  is  correct,  is,  that  if  the  payment 
be  postponed  with  reference  to  the  circumstances  of  the  devisee 
of  the  money,  the  charge  fails,  unless  the  devisee  is  alive  to 
take  at  the  time  of  payment,  and  this  too*  though  interest  in  the 
mean  time  be  given  for  maintenance.  It  is  undoubtedly  true, 
as  claimed  by  the  counselfor  the  plaintiff  in  the  court  below, 
that  where  the  payment  is  postponed  simply  with  reference  to 
the  time  of  payment,  then  the  legacy  vests  on  the  death  of  the 
devisor.  (Patterson  a.  Ellis,  11  Wend.y  260.)  In  the  present 
case,  however,  the  testator  made  the  legacy  and  the  vesting 
thereof  contingent  upon  the  existence  of  a  treasurer  of  a  society 
known  by  a  certain  name ;  and  that  he  intended  that,  is  amply 
shown  by  the  peculiar  wording  of  the  legacy  in  question. 

m.  The  leading  distinction  is,  that  if  futurity  is  annexed 
to  the  substance  of  the  gift,  the  vesting  is  suspended,  but  if 
it  appears  to  relate  to  the  time  of  payment  only,  the  legacy 
Tests  instanter.  (1  Jamvm  on  WiUs;  Perkinff  UToteSj  641, 
§  6;  WiUiarcPs  JEq.  Jnr.,  616;  11  Wend.  269-268;  Snell  «. 
Dee,  2  Salk.^  415.)  Futurity  is  annexed  to  the  substance  of 
die  gift  in  this  case  in  two  particulars.  1st  There  must  be,  at 
the  time  the  legacy  is  payable,  a  society  by  the  name  of  The 
American  Protestant  Society ;  and  2d.  A  treasurer  of  a  society 
by  that  name. 

TV.  Again,  if  payment  is  deferred  not  merely  until  the  lapse 
of  a  ddinite  time  which  will  certainly  arrive,  bat  until  an  event 
which  may  or  may  not  happen,  the  effect,  it  would  seem,  is 
to  retider  the  legacy  itself  contingent  (1  Jarman  on  WBU; 
Perkini  JVoteSj  643.)  And  if  the  contingency  happen  not, 
the  legacy  must  of  necessity  lapse.    In  this  case,  the  time  of 
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payment  is  certain,  and  connected  therewith  is  a  certain  con- 
tingencj  or  condition,  which  may  or  may  not  happen, — that  of 
the  existence  of  an  acting  treasurer  of  a  Bocie^  known  by  a 
certain  name. 

Y.  A  gift  by  will  to  a  particular  charitable  institution,  main- 
tained voluntarily  by  private  means,  the  particular  intention 
having  ceased,  held  that  the  gift  was  not  to  be  disposed  of  as  a 
charitable  gift  cy  pree^  but  failed  and  fell  into  the  residue. 
(Clark  a.  Taylor,  21  JEJn^.  Zaw  dk  JEq.,  308 ;  same  case  cited  by 
Justice  McLean  in  Fontain  a.  Bavenal,  3  Am.  Lmx>  Meg.^ 
275,  276 ;  4  Kern.,  380 ;  Williams  a.  WiUiams,  4  Seld.,  625, 
548,  550;  Beekman  a.  People,  27  Barb.,  291.)  In  this  case 
the  intention  of  the  testator  ceased  upon  the  consolidation  of 
three  associations. 

YL  A  devise  to  an  unincorporated  association  is,  in  general^ 
void  at  law  as  well  as  in  equity.  (Chittenden  a.  Chittenden,  1 
Am.  Lav)  Bep.y  539 ;  4  Wheai.,  1 ;  3  Peters,  Ap.y  481 ;  Owens 
a.  Missionary  Society  of  the  Methodist  Episcopal  Church,  4 
JKem.,  385,  and  cases  there  cited.)  The  present  bequest,  if  sus- 
tainable at  all,  can  only  be  upheld  upon  the  ground  that  it  is 
for  a  charitable  use.  And  it  is  only  by  virtue  of  that  peculiar 
jurisdiction  exercised  by  courts  of  equity,  in  regard  to  charitable 
uses,  that  such  bequests  have  ever  been  sustained.    {Ih.) 

VIL  The  present  bequest  is  not  a  charity  or  for  a  charitable 
use  within  the  spirit  of  the  case  last  above  cited,  and  the 
bequest  becomes  part  of  the  residuary  estate.  (4  Kem.,  409, 
Dbnio,  C.  J.)  "Charity,  in  its  widest  sense^  denotes  all  the 
good  affections  which  men  ought  to  bear  towards  each  other ; 
in  its  most  restricted,  which  is  the  popular  sense,  it  signifies  re- 
lief to  the  poor.    {Botwier^s  Inst,  255,  §  3976.) 

y  m.  The  legacy  has  become  part  of  the  residuary  estate  for 
two  reasons :  1st.  Because,  long  before  the  same  became  pay- 
able, f^e  legatee  had  lost  its  separate  existence,  and  had  in  fact 
ceased  to  exist,  leaving  no  successors  or  heirs.  And  2d.  Be- 
cause, being  a  voluntary  and  unincorporated  association,  it 
could  not,  upon  its  merger,  transfer  or  assign  the  legacy  in 
question. 

IX.  The  court,  as  a  court  of  equity,  cannot  give  effect  to  the 
intentions  of  the  devisor,  for  the  reason  that  the  purposes  of  the 
trust  are  too  indefinite  and  uncertain.    (See  Owens  a.  M.  E« 
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Church,  4  Kem.^  885,  opinion  of  Dmno,  0.  J.)  The  objects  of 
the  society  designated  in  the  vrill,  as  well  aa  die  objects  of  the 
present  plaintiff,  ar6  loose  and  indefinite,  and  a  court  of  eqnitjr 
cannot  carry  the  same  out. 

X.  If  the  present  bequest  is  to  bd  upheld,  and  then  only  as  a 
charitable  use,  then  the  attorney-general  can  alone  bring  an 
Action  in  the  nature  of  an  information.  The  present  plaintiff,  or 
the  society  for  whom  he  sues,  has  no  greater  interest  than  all 
tiie  people  at  large ;  and  when  such  is  the  ease,  the  attorney- 
general  must  alone  bring  the  action.  (4  JSi&m.^  SdO ;  AsBOcia- 
tion  fbr  the  relief  of  Indigent  Females  a.  Beekman,  31  Bari^ 
565 ;  same  case  on  appeal,  37  Barb.y  260.) 

XI.  The  testator^s  executors  were  not  made  or  eonsljlnted 
trustees,  but  rather  as  a  medium  through  whidi  the  legacy  wm 
to  pass.  The  treasurer  of  the  society,  ot  the  society  itself,  was 
to  be  the  trustee,  and  the  purposes  speciAed  in  Articto  H.  of  the 
constitution  of  the  Amertcttn  Protestant  Society,  wei^  die  cethm 
qtie  tnM. 

Xn.  Agiun,  conceding  that  the  American  Protestant  Society, 
or  the  treasurer  thereof,  was  the  trustee,  and  that  the  l^ey 
had  vested,  still  upon  the  merger  and  consolidation)  the  legacy 
failed  for  the  want  of  a  trustee ;  for  in  the  will  there  is  no  power 
of  appointment  of  a  trustee  given,  and  a  trustee  cannot  delqiate 
his  powers  or  make  a  trustee  without  being  authorized  so  to  do. 
(Andrew  a.  N.  T.  Bible  and  Prayer-book  Society,  4  8an^^ 
175,  and  cases  cited ;  8.  C,  4  Sdd.^  56S.} 

XITL  If  the  foregoing  reasoning  be  correct,  then  the  com- 
plaint does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action,  and  the  defendant,  by  omitting  to  demur,  has  waived 
nothing,    {fiode^  %  148.) 

Bt  the  tSoUBT. — ^HooEBooH,  J. — ^This  acldon  is  brongiit  to  re- 
quire the  defendants  to  pay  the  sum  of  $3,000,  and  interest,  to 
the  treasurer  of  the  American  and  Foreign  Christian  Union,  to 
be  by  him  applied  to  such  charitable  uses  and  pnrpoeea  aa  were 
directed  in  the  will  of  the  defendant's  testator,  or  if  «uch  treasarer 
is  not  the  proper  person  to  receive  the  same,  then  to  some  omtable 
and  proper  person,  to  be  appointed  by  the  court  as  trustee,  to 
receive  the  said  fund,  and  to  a;pply  the  same  to  and  for  the  charit- 
able  uses  and  purposes  set  forth  i'n  the  constitution  of  the  Ameri* 
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can  Protestant  Society,  and  a,ccordiog  to  the  last  will  and  testa- 
ment of  Peter  Chandler,  deceased,  ujider  the  direction  of  the 
Ameriean  and  Foreign  Christian  Union. 

This  is  the  prayer  of  the  complaint,  and  the  evident  object 
of  the  suit  It  was  founded  upon  the  will  of  Peter  Chandler, 
late  of  Oswego  county,  deceased,  dated  the  30th  day  of  Novem* 
bar,  1847,  and  who  died  on  or  about  the  first  day  of  January, 
1848.    That  will  contained  the  following  clause : 

^  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  executors  the  sum  of  three 
thousand  dollars  in  trust,  to  pay  pver  the  same  in  six  years 
from  ray  decease,  with  interest  after  one  year  from  my  decease, 
to  the  person  who,  when  the  same  is  payable,  shall  act  aa 
treasurer  of  the  American  Protestant  Society,  reorganized  in 
the  city  of  New  York  under  its  present  name  in  the  yei^r  1844, 
to  be  applied  to  the  charitable  uses  and  purposes  of  said  society 
and  under  its  directions." 

The  defendants  refused  to  pay  this  legacy,  and  object  to  the 
recovery  in  this  suit  mainly  on  the  following  grounds :  1.  That 
the  American  and  Foreign  Christian  Union  is  not  the  society 
for  whose  benefit  and  to  whose  charitable  uses  and  purposes  the 
legacy  was  given,  nor  the  legitimate  successor  of  its  name,  prin- 
ciplea,  or  objects.  2.  That  if  it  were,  it  has  not  such  an  interest 
in  the  legacy  as  would  entitle  it  to  maintain  this  action,  and 
that  additional  or  other  parties  are  essential  for  th^t  purpose. 
8.  That  the  plaintiflf,  as  the  president  of  that  society,  is  not 
authorized  to  sue  in  his  own  name,  as  the  representative.  4.  That 
the  legacy,  if  payable  at  ally  is  payable  only  to  the  treasurer  of 
the  institution  to  whom  or  which  the  legacy  was  givpn,  5.  That 
the  administration  of  the  fund  can  only  be  enforced  at;  the  suit 
of  the  attorney-general,  or  some  trustee  to  be  appointed  by  the 
court  in  the  place  of  one  named  in  the  will,  whose  office  has 
become  extinct,  and  whose  functions  have  ceased  by  th^  exti^o- 
fioa  of  the  society  named  in  the  will. 

1.  Although  the  American  and  Foreign  Christian  Union  is 
not  the  identical  society,  either  in  name  or  const^tutiop,  for  the 
charitable  uses  and  purposes  of  which  the  gift  was  ii^tended,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  it  sufficiently  represents  it  to  be  the  recipient 
of  the  testator's  bounty,  and  that  the  testator  himself,  if  be 
could  have  foreseen  the  change  of  n^une  which  the  Americf^ii 
Protestant  Society  has  undergone,  and  the  enlargement  of  the 
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sphere  of  operations  carried  on  under  the  auspices  of  the  new 
society,  would  not  have  diverted  the  destination  of  his  charity 
from  the  association  now  represented  by  the  plaintiff.  The 
original  society  has  become  extinct,  or  rather  has  been  absorbed 
in  the  society  which  is  now  in  existence.  The  essential  objects 
and  policy  of  both  are  nearly  identical,  except  that  the  sphere 
of  operations  of  the  first  was  confined  to  the  United  States, 
while  that  of  the  latter  extends  also  to  foreign  nations.  It 
would  be  the  duty  of  the  present  society,  if  they  receive  this 
gift,  to  devote  it  sacredly  to  the  purposes  designed  by  the  giver, 
and  there  is  no  reason  to  doubt  that  such  is  their  intention,  as 
it  is  declared  to  be  their  wish  by  the  prayer  of  the  complaint; 
and  I  am  not  sure  that  they  would  be  beyond  the  po^er  of  this 
court,  if  they  should  attempt  hereafter  in  any  way  to  divert  it 
from  the  purpose  to  which  it  was  dedicated  by  the  testator. 

2.  The  American  Foreign  Christian  Union  (supposing  it  to 
be  identical  with  the  American  Protestant  Society)  has  certain- 
ly a  species  of  interest  in  the  legacy  in  question — the  same 
interest  which  all  religious,  benevolent,  and  charitable  institu- 
tions have  in  funds  intrusted  to  them  for  benevolent  objects. 
It  is  not  a  personal  interest,  that  is,  a  pecuniary  interest,  by  which 
the  society  or  its  stockholders  are  to  be  pecuniarily  benefited, 
but  an  interest  in  the  sense  of  holding  it  as  a  trust,  and  disburs- 
ing and  administering  it  to  accomplish  the  objects  of  the  donor, 
and  the  ends  for  which  the  society  itself  is  instituted.  In  this 
respect  it  is  the  ultimate  donee  of  the  fund,  as  well  as  the 
trustee  to  accomplish  these  objects,  for  there  are  no  beneficiaries 
beyond  or  behind  it  who  have  such  an  interest  in  the  fund  that 
they  can  demand  any  portion  of  it  to  be  appropriated  for  their 
special  benefit.  I  think,  therefore,  if  the  gift  had  been  directly 
to  this  society,  or,  assuming  its  identity  with  the  Americau 
Protestant  Society,  directly  to  the  latter,  that  it  would  have  had 
a  sufficient  interest  in  the  fund,  conceding  its  competency  to 
take  such  gift,  to  have  invoked  the  aid  of  this  court  in  requi^ 
ing  its  payment  to  them. 

8.  And  if  the  gift  had  been  thus  made,  I  think  we  must  hold, 
in  accordance  with  the  general-term  decision  in  Tibbetts  a. 
Blood  (21  Bari.j  650),— construing  the  act  of  1849  (ch.  25S), 
authorizing  joint-stock  companies  or  associations,  consisting  of 
seven  or  more  shareholders  or  associates,  to  sue  in  tlie  name  of 


NEW  TOBK.  .  471 


De  Witt  a.  Chandler. 


their  president  or  treasurer,  as  amended  by  chap.  455  of  the 
Laws  of  1851,  extending  the  provisions  of  the  former  act  to 
*^  any  company  or  association  composed  of  not  less  than  seven 
persons  who  are  owners  of  or  have  any  interest  in  any  property, 
right  of  action,  or  demand,  jointly  or  in  common," — that  this  suit 
would  have  been  well  brought  in  the  name  of  the  present  plain- 
tiff as  president  of  the  American  and  Foreign  Christian  Union. 
Some  doubt  has  been  thrown  upon  the  construction  of  this 
latter  act,  and  the  extent  to  which  its  provisions  shall  be  carried, 
by  the  opinion  of  Justice  Shankland  in  the  Court  of  Appeals, 
in  the  case  of  Austin  a.  Searing  (16  N,  7!,  116),  but  the 
court  expressly  declined  to  pass  upon  that  question,  and  we  are 
therefore  thrown  back  upon  the  case  of  Tibbetts  a.  Blood,  and, 
in  accordance  with  the  general  rule,  to  recognize  as  authority 
a  general-term  decision  of  this  court  in  another  district,  until 
reversed  in  the  Court  of  Appeals,  we  must  hold  in  accordance 
with  that  decision. 

4.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  appropriate  person,  and  perhaps 
the  only  appropriate  person  to  prosecute  for  this  legacy,  is  the 
treasurer  of  the  American  Protestant  Society — or,  if  that  society 
and  officer 'have  become  extinct,  his  successor  (if  he  be  such), 
the  treasurer  of  flie  American  and  Foreign  Christian  Union.  It 
is  to  him,  and  only  to  him,  that  the  legacy  is  given,  or  the 
legacy  made  payable,  not  for  his  own  use,  it  is  true,  but  for  the 
purposes  of  the  society  of  which  he  is  an  officer.  Is  there  any 
doubt  that  if  the  original  society  had  continued,  and  its  corps 
of  officers  Been  maintained,  that  this  officer  could  have  enforced 
the  payment  to  him  of  the  legacy  as  against  the  executors  of 
the  estate,  in  the  Surrogate's  Court,  or  in  the  Supreme  Court? 

I  think  it  clear  also  that  the  legacy  vested  at  the  testator's 
death,  and  that  the  time  of  payment  only  was  postponed.  The 
gift  is  a  present  one,  at  le^t  to  the  executors,  and  from  the 
time  they  hold  it,  they  hold  it  as  trustees  for,  and  for  the  bene* 
fit  of,  the  officer  or  institution  to  whom  it  is  payable.  Such  was 
the  evident  intent  of  the  testator,  and  it  ought  not  to  be  defeat- 
ed. It  did  not  fail,  therefore,  by  the  demise  of  the  original 
society,  or  its  absorption  into  the  present  association,  before  the 
time  of  payment  arrived ;  but  the  executors  still  retain  it  for  the 
benefit  of  the  legitimate  successor  of  the  treasurer  named  in  the 
will,  and  to  such  successor  the  executors  may,  by  the  aid  of  this 
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60Qrt,  be  compelled  to  pay  it.  But  ench  payment  must  be  en- 
forced, I  think,  by  snch  officer  himselfj^proaecuting  on  his  own 
behalf.  It  wonld  be  an  anomaly  in  the  law  to  sustain  a  snit  by 
one  person,  to  enforce  payment,  not  to  himself,  but  to  a  thiid 
person.  The  party  has  not  a  standing  in  court  for  such -purpose. 
The  suit  should  be  brought  by  the  real  party  in  interest,  or  by 
the  party  who  occupies  the  position  of  the  trustee  of  an  express 
trust  for  others. 

I  think,  therefore,  the  action  is  misconoeived,  and  that  this  is 
an  objection  which  need  not  be  taken  by  demurrer,  or  by 
answer ;  but  may  be  tak^n  on  the  trial,  on  the  ground  that 
neither  the  complaint  nor  proof  shows  facts  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute a  cause  of  action,  that  is  (and  it  is  that  which  the  Code 
means),  a  cause  of  action  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  against  the 
defendaints. 

5.  Nor  do  1  think  this  suit  can,  or,  in  its  present  condition, 
ought  to  be  sustained  as  a  proceeding  for  the  appointment  of  a 
new  trustee.  Such  was  not  the  nature  or  intent  of  the  action, 
nor  slioh  the  theory  upon  which  it  has  been  prosecuted.  No 
such  question  was  made  or  considered  upon  the  trial,  nor  is  the 
issue  adapted  to  such  an  object.  The  usual  mode  of  appointing 
a  new  trustee  is  by  petition,  though  perhaps  it  may  be  appro- 
priately done  by  bill.  (1  Bev.  Stat.j  780.)  But  the  allegations 
on  the  bill,  and  the  prayer  for  relief,  should  be  properly  phrased 
directly  to  compass  that  object,  whereas  the  palpable  object  of 
the  present  suit  is  to  show  that  the  institution  represented  by 
the  plaintiff  is  the  legitimate  successor  and  representative  of  the 
American  Protestant  Society ;  that  as  such,  it  is  beneficially 
entitled  to  the  legacy  in  question,  and  therefore  seeks  to  enforce 
the  payment  thereof  with  costs  against  recusant  defendants  who 
r^use  to  pay  the  seme.  The  appointment  of  a  trustee  is  inci- 
dentally suggested,  it  is  true,  in  the  prayer  for  relief  as  the  pro- 
posed recipient  of  the  fund,  in  ease  the  court  shall  conclude  that 
the  treasurer  of  the  American  and  Foreign  Christian  Union  is 
not  the  appropriate  officer  for  such  purpose ;  but  this  incidental 
object  ought  not,  I  think,  to  induce  us  to  overlook  the  main 
and  leading  purpose  of  the  litigation,  nor  does  it  justify 
bringing  the  defendants  into  court  upon  a  question  in  which, 
if  such  were  the  sole  object,  they  have  so  remote  and  scarce* 
ly  appreciable  an  interest.    I  am,  therefore,  opposed  to  o(m- 
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verting  this  suit  into  one  for  the  mere  appointment  of  a  new 
tmstee. 

I  think,  therefore,  the  referee  was  right  in  the  conclnsion  to 
which  he  arrived,  that  the  action,  in  its  pi*e8ent  form,  is  not 
maintainable.  Bat  it  being  an  equity  suit,  in  which  a  dismissal 
of  the  complaint  is  ordinarily  equivalent  to  a  decision  upon  the 
merits  against  the  complainant^  and  a  bar  to  a  new  acticm,  it 
ought  to  have  been  dismissed  without  prejudice  to  a  new 
action  by  a  proper  party  or  proper  parties,  and  without  preju- 
dice to  proceedings  for  the  appointment  of  a  new  trustee  in  the 
place  of  the  treasurer  of  the  defunct  American  Protestant  So- 
ciety, if  such  course  shall  be  thought  proper  by  parties  inter- 
^ted,  and  the  institution  of  a  new  suit  by  such  new  trustee,  if 
the  parties  interested  shall  be  so  advised. 

The  judgment  of  the  special  term  should  be  thus  modified, 
and  neither  party  should  have  costs  as  against  the  other  on  this 
appeal 

SuTHSSLAND  and  BoNSET,  J  J.,  concurred  in  the  result  of  the 
faregoing  opinion. 


YAS  WYCK  a.  HARDY. 

Supreme  Churij ^rat District;  General  Term,  December,  I860. 

pABrrnoir.— AMENDMKsrr  of  Summons.— Of  PsTtnoN.^-SeBTioB 

BT  Pcbuoahon. 

Where,  in  a  pwfltloii  Bidt,  the  names  of  oertain  defeiidMits,  throiigli  iiiadT«rteiioe, 
wero  omitted  from  the  oopy  sammons  filed  ;— 

Mdd,  that  this  was  not  condusiTe  thai  they  had  not  heen  made  parties,  and 
they  haying  been  actually  parties,  the  summons  might  be  amended  after  judg- 
ment and  sale. 
Where  the  summons,  as  published,  was  dated  New  York,  and  stated  thai  the  com* 
plaint  was  filed  in  the  clerk's  office  in  that  city ; — 

Mdd,  that  designating  the  place  of  the  office  of  the  attorney,  by  street  and 
number,  without  adding  the  liame  of  the  dty,  did  not  render  it  Toid. 
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An  affidavit  of  the  non>residence  of  certain  defendants  on  Information  and  be> 

lieft—Bdd,  sufficient  to  sustain  an  order  for  service  by  publication,  founded 

on  it. 
An  order  for  service  by  publication,  granted  on  the  18th,  directed  the  summons  to 

be  mailed  forthwith. 
Bdd,  that  a  delay  in  mailing  till  the  22d,  caused  by  waiting  to  have  the 

papers  printed,  did  not  render  the  service  irregular. 
The  want  of  a  verification  by  an  infant  defendant  to  his  petition  for  the  iqipoint- 

ment  of  a  guardian  ad  fttam,  may  be  allowed  to  be  supplied  after  Judgment ; 

though,  it  Menu,  the  court  may  dispense  with  such  verification.^ 

Appeal  from  order  allowing  purchaser  at  a  judicial  sale  to 
be  discharged,  unless  certain  amendments  were  made  by  the 
plaintiff. 

• 

The  action  was  for  partition.  The  complaint  was  filed  in  the 
clerk's  office  on  the  14th  of  October,  1859.  The  copy  summons 
filed  omitted  the  names  of  S.  A.  Maverick  and  wife,  who  were 
defendants.  The  order  of  publication  was  made  on  the  18th  of 
October,  1859.  The  deposit  in  the  post-office  of  the  summons 
and  copy  complaint  for  the  non-resident  defendants,  was  made  on 
the  22d  day  of  October,  1859.  The  reason  of  this  delay  was, 
that  printed  copies  of  the  summons  and  complaint  were  not  ob- 
tained by  the  plaintiffs'  attorney  from  the  printer,  until  the 
evening  of  the  21st  day  of  October,  1859,  and  could  not  be  ob- 
tained earlier,  and  were  mailed  as  soon  as  practicable  there- 
after, on  the  22d  day  of  October,  1859.  The  summons,  as  pub- 
lished in  the  Evening  Post,  one  of  the  papers  designated  in  the 
order  of  publication,  omitted  the  words  "  in  said  city  of  New 
York,"  after  the  words  "  number  13  Chambers-street,"  designa- 
ting the  office  of  the  plaintifis'  attorney.  It  stated,  however, 
that  the  complaint  was  filed  in  the  clerk's  office  of  the  city  of 
New  York,  and  was  dated  New  York,  October  14, 1859.  The 
petition  for  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  for  Samuel  M.  Thomp- 
son, a  non-resident  infant  over  fourteen  years  of  age,  was  not 
verified  by  the  infant  or  by  his  guardian,  but  was  signed  by  the 
infant,  and  the  signature  verified  by  the  affidavit  of  the  plain- 
tiff' attorney,  who  stated  that  he  sent  it  to  the  infant,  and  re- 
ceived it  back  from  him  with  his  signature — the  verification  not 
being  made,  according  to  a  letter  from  the  infant,  in  conse- 

*  Compare  Bogers  a.  McLean,  AnU,  440. 
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qnence  of  his  not  having  access  to  a  judge.  Judgment  was 
entered  and  perfected  on  the  21st  of  May,  1860.  The  prem- 
ises were  sold  by  the  referee  on  the  6th  of  July,  1860,  and 
the  lot  number  174  South-street,  part  of  the  premises,  was  sold 
to  Thomas  Hitchcock,  the  petitioner,  for  $10,025,  who  signed 
the'  usual  terms  of  sale,  and  paid  ten  per  cent.  upon,  his  bid. 
The  deed  was  to  be  delivered  on  the  6th  of  August,  1860. 

Under  the  advice  of  counsel,  that  the  referee's  deed  would 
not  convey  a  good  title,  the  purchaser  declined  to  take  the 
deed,  and  presented  his  petition  to  the  special  term,  setting 
forth  the  foregoing  and  other  alleged  irregularities,  and  pray- 
ing to  be  discharged  from  his  purchase.  Thereupon  an  order 
was  made  by  Mr.  Justice  Ingraham,  at  special  term,  and  bear- 
ing date  the  22d  day  of  September,  1860,  allowing  him  to  be 
discharged  from  his  purchase,  unless  the  irregularities  in  the  pro- 
ceedings were  corrected,  and  denying  the  application,  in  case 
such  corrections  were  made  within  thirty  days  after  the  service 
of  the  order. 

The  order  required  the  plaintiflf, — 

L  To  amend  the  summons  on  file,  by  inserting  therein  the 
names  of  Samuel  A.  Maverick  and  Mary  A.  his  wife,  as  de- 
fendants ; 

n.  To  file  proper  notices  of  appearance  for  all  the  defendants 
who  appeared  and  did  not  answer ; 

in.  To  file  the  petition  of  the  infant  defendant,  Samuel  M« 
Thompson,  in  due  form,  and  sworn  to  by  him,  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  Mortimer  Porter,  as  his  guardian  ad  litem  in  this 
action; 

lY.  To  file  such  answers  as  had  been  put  in  and  were  not 
filed; 

V.  To  give  notice  thereof  to  the  attorney  for  the  purchaser, 
and  pay  him  $10  costs  of  the  motion. 

The  petitioner  appealed  from  this  order;  and  the  plaintiff 
appealed  from  so  much  of  it  as  required  him  to  procure  and 
file  the  verified  petition  of  Samuel  M.  Thompson,  for  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  guardian  as  above  mentioned. 

It  was  understood  that  since  notice  of  the  motion  was  given, 
and  since  the  making  of  the  order  at  special  term,  the  plaintiff 
had  procured  and  ifle^  the  petition  of  the  infant,  Samuel  M. 
Thompson,  required  by  the  order  of  the  special  term. 
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The  other  facte,  eo  far  as  thej  aro  material,  are  stated  ia  the 
opinion  of  the  court 

J.  H.  L§$j  for  the  plaintifik 
N'.  B,  Sogdey  for  purchaser. 

By  the  Ooubt. — Hogkboom,  J. — ^I.  The  objection  to  the  sum- 
mons is  not  well  taken.  Samuel  A.  Maverick  and  wife  were, 
and  were  intended  to  be,  parties  to  the  suit.  The  summons  is 
not  necessary  to  be  filed  as  a  mode  of  commencing  the  suit, 
and  if  filed,  and  erroneous  by  inadvertence  or  mistake  in  some 
way  as  to  the  names  of  the  parties,  is  not  conolnsive  to  that  ex* 
tent  on  the  point  of  who  are  parties  to  the  suit,  that  it  is  in* 
capable  of  contradiction  or  correction.  It  is  not  necessarily  the 
summons  in  the  suit  by  way  of  eminence  over  all  others.  In 
this  case,  these  two  names  were  omitted  in  the  copy  filed  by 
inadvertence,  and  I  have  no  doubt  the  error  is  such  as  may 
be  corrected  by  amendment.  This  has  been  done,  and  the 
error  is  cured. 

II.  Tile  second  alleged  jurisdictional  defect  is,  that  the  non- 
residenee  in  this  State,  and  the  actual  place  of  residence  of  die 
defendants  Thomas  J.  Turpin  and  Drusilla  E.  L.  Dillard,  are 
not  sufficiently  established  in  the  affidavit  upon  Which  the  CMder 
of  publication  was  founded,  or  in  the  order  itself.  By  the  com- 
plaint in  the  action,  which  is  verified  and  is  presumed  to  have 
been  presented  to  the  judge  before  he  made  the  order  of  publi- 
cation, it  appears  that  the  suit  is  brought  for  the  partition  of 
premises  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  that  the  plaintifib  are 
the  tenants  in  common  and  the  near  relatives  of  the  other  parties 
in  interest  By  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiflE*,  William  Van  Wyck, 
on  which,  more  particularly,  the  ordef  of  publication  was 
founded,  the  non-residence  in  this  State,  and  the  actual  resi- 
dence in  South  Carolina  of  Thomas  J.  Turpin  and  Dnisilla  E. 
L.  Dillard,  is  alleged  on  the  deponent's  information  and  belief. 
In  said  affidavit  it  is  farther  alleged  as  follows:  ^^And  do* 
ponent  further  says,  that  after  due  and  diligent  search  and 
inquiry  by  this  deponent,  the  said  defendants  named  in  the 
body  of  the  affidavit  cannot  be  found  in  the  State  of  New  York, 
as  he  is  informed  and  verily  believes."  The  order  recites  that 
it  appears  to  the  court  that  these  defendants  are  non-residents 
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of  the  State  q€  New  Yot^^  and  cannot  be  senred  with  eaid 
^mmoBs  in  the  State  of  New  York.  The  written  statement 
of  facts  agreed  on  b j  coHBsel  shows  that  on  the  22d  day  of  Oc- 
tober^  18&&,  a  copy  of  the  snmmons  and  complaint  were  de- 
posited in  the  poat^officC)  addressed  to  each  of  said  non-resident 
defendants  at  th«r  respective  places  of  residence.  I  am  inclined, 
though  with  some  hesitatioa,  to  regard  this  proof  as  sufficient 
to  confer  jurisdiction  upon  the  judge  to  make  the  order — aa 
sufficient  to  satisfy  him  legally  of  the  non-reaidenoe  and  the 
place  of  residence  of  these  parties,  atad  of  the  inability  to  find 
tbem  in  dm  State.  The  affidavit  is  made  by  a  relative  who 
would  be  likely  to  know  or  to  aseertaiA  die  real  truth  of  the 
case.  And  when  he  speaks  of  information  and  bdief  in  r^ard 
to  a  matter  of  this  sort,  it  is  obvious,  from  the  subject-matter  of 
the  inquiry,  and  from  the  context  in  the  affidavit  itself,  that  he 
refers  to  infbrmation  obtained  from  the  proper  source,  and  from 
those  who  would  be  likely  to  know.  The  effort  to  find  these 
defendants  in  the  State,  I  infer  from  the  affidavit,  was  made  by 
the  deponemt,  and  the  inability  to  find  them,  was  thereupon  stated 
cm  information  and  belief.  He  could  not  well  have  absolute  and 
positive  knowledge  on  that  subject,  although  he  could  speak  pos- 
itively, as  I  think  he  intended  to  do,  on  the  exercise  of  diligence. 
As  to  the  actaal  non-residence  of  these  defendants,  it  is  not  con- 
troverted ;  and  the  purchaser  of  premises,  at  a  sale  in  a  suit  where 
publication  has  been  ordered,  must  be  deemed  to  know  that  he 
purchases  subject  to  the  power  of  the  court  to  relieve  parties 
Jigainst  whom  publication  is  ordered,  upon  good  cause  shown^ 
both  before  and  after  judgment,  within  seven  years  after  the 
rendition  thereof.  I  am  inclined  to  think  also  that  the  judgment 
itself  is  c^  no  effect  in  any  case  wh^re  it  subsequently  appears 
that  the  case  does  not  fall  within  one  or  more  of  the  five  differ- 
ent subdivisions  of  section  185,  in  which  contingency  alone  can 
publication  ever  be  properly  made.    {Gode^  §  135.) 

III.  The  publication  of  the  summons  in  the  Evening  Post 
I  do  not  regard  as  so  defective  as  to  m^ke  it  void.  It  c6uld  not 
mislead.  It  sufficiently  indicated  the  city  of  New  York  as  the 
place  of  business  of  the  plaintiffs'  attorney.  Kew  York  was 
gvven  as  the  date  of  the  summons  and  tlie  place  where  the 
complaint  was  filed,  and  no  other  place  was  named  to  which 
tlie  reference  as  to  the  street  could  possibly  refer. 
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lY.  The  order  properly  required  the  summoDB  and  complaint 
to  be  served  upon  Don-reeidents,  bj  depositing  the  same  forth^ 
with  in  the  poet-office,  directed  to  such  persons.  The  order  was 
made  on  the  18th  of  October,  and  the  deposit  in  the  post-office 
was  on  the  22d.  The  delay  is  sufficiently  excused,  liforihr 
with  means  inatanUyy  a  literal  compliance  with  the  order  and 
with  the  statute  is  almost  impossible.  Some  little  time,  there- 
fore, may  be  permitted  to  elapse  without  forfeiting  jurisdiction 
over  the  person  of  the  defendant. 

A  reasonable  construction  must  be  given  to  this  provision ; 
and  I  do  not  see  that  any  absolutely  uniform  and  inflexible 
period  can  be  established  as  amounting  to  a  compliance  with 
the  statute,  non-conformity  to  which  will  make  the  proceedings 
void.  Forthwith  has  no  legalized  meaning,  either  extending 
or  limiting  it  to  twenty-four  hours ;  and  the  Legislature,  having 
used  a  term  incapable  of  being  rigorously  complied  with  to  the 
letter,  must  have  intended  to  authorize  the  courts  to  put  a  reason- 
able interpretation  upon  the  term ;  and  the  period,  I  think,  may 
vary  slightly  according  to  the  circumstances  of  the  particular  case. 
This  may  lead  to  some  doubt  and  hesitation  in  advising  as  to 
the  validity  of  these  proceedings,  and  to  some  uncertainty  as  to 
what  will  be  the  decision  of  the  court  in  a  particular  case,  but 
that  is  incident  to  the  very  nature  of  judicial  proceedings.  The 
only  corrective  is  with  the  Legislature,  by  prescribing  a  fixed 
period  of  time  within  which  the  service  is  to  be  made.  In  the 
absence  of  such  an  enactment,  I  think  the  word  forthwith^  in 
this  connection,  should  be  construed  as  synonymous  with  all 
reasonable  dispatch.  So  construed,  the  order  and  the  statute 
have  been  complied  with  in  the  present  case. 

Y.  The  appointment  of  the  guardian  ad  litem  for  the  de- 
fendant, Samuel  M.  Thompson,  though  not  strictly  formal  and 
conformable  to  the  rules  of  the  court  by  reason  of  the  non-veri- 
fication of  the  petition  by  the  infant,  was  not,  I  think,  jurisdic- 
tionally  defective.  The  court  had  the  power  to  recognize  and 
make  valid  any  other  mode  of  verification  of  the  petition  which 
satisfied  it  of  the  truth  of  the  facts  therein  contained.  There  is 
no  such  unbending  rigor  in  the  practice  of  the  court  The  im- 
portance of  the  petition  consisted  in  its  being  the  voluntary  act 
of  the  petitioner. 

This  would  appear  as  strongly,  perhaps,  by  proof  of  the  exe- 


NEW  YORK.  479 


Van  Wyck  a.  Hardy. 


cation  of  the  paper  by  the  infant  as  by  its  verification  by  him. 
The  execution  was  sufficiently  established.  At  all  events,  the 
error,  if  any,  was  cured  by  the  procurement  (which  we  under- 
stand has  been  done)  of  a  proper  petition  duly  verified,  and 
filing  the  same  in  the  proper  office — ^in  conformity  with  the 
order  of  the  special  term,  which  very  properly  required  that 
this  should  be  done,  as  an  efficient  protection  to  the  purchaser. 
The  order  of  the  special  term  seems  to  me  to  have  been  sub- 
stantially right,  and  should  be  affirmed.  Both  parties  have 
appealed  therefrom,  and  I  think  the  affirmance  should  be  with- 
out costs  to  either  party  as  against  the  other. 


Sutherland,  J.,  concurred. 
Sonnet,  J.,  dissented. 


EBBATA. 

On  page  64,  line  16,  for  «  bat,"  read  *<  or." 
«•        56,    '*   10,  for«prostitate8,"read*'proetitatlon. 
««         «      "   18,for<*inibUG,"read«poUoe." 
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DIGEST 


ALL   POINTS   OF   PRACTICE 

THE  STANDARD  NEW-YORK  REPORTS, 

Inimed  during  ths  period  covered  hy  thi%  Volumt : 

"^ni.— 21  Nsw  Tou  fr  Bmith)  R. ;  SI  Bakb6ub  ;  4  Bobwoktb  ;  1 1  Abboitb'  Pi.  B.  ; 

and  19  Howa&d's  Pi.  & 


ABATEMENT  AND  REVIVAL. 


1.  If  a  party  dies  pending  a  motion,  the  decision  of  which  will  not  finally 
determine  the  action,  an  order  of  revival  mnst  be  had  before  the  de- 
cision of  SQch  motkm  can  be  entered.    Reed  a.  Bntler,  Ante^  1198. 

2.  In  an  action  under  the  Code,  to  recover  the  possession  of  land,  corre- 
sponding to  the  former  a4MM>n  of  ejectment,  the  death  of  a  sole  defendant 
before  verdict,  abates  the  action ;  and  the  conrt  has  no  power  to  au- 
thorise the  oontinnaoce  of  the  action,  by  supplemental  complaint  or 
otherwise,  against  his  heirs  at  law.    Mosely  a.  Mosely,  AnU^  105. 

8.  It  «Mf7M,  that  in  resped  to  this  question,  the  action  of  ejectment  stands 
OB  the  same  ground  as  thai  of  replevin.    7^. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT  OP  DEEDS. 

Dn&,  2. 

ACnON  FOR  LANDS. 

1.  A  soldier  of  the  United  States,  claiming  to  be  in  charge^  under  superior 

officerB,  of  real  property,  as  pix^rty  of  the  United  Stetes^  is  not  the 

actual  occupant,  and  an  action  cannot  be  maintained  against  him* 

People  a.  Ambrecht,  AnU^  97. 
Vou  XL— 31 


483  ABBOTTS'  PRACTICE  DIGEST. 


AFflDATnr. 


2.  IJDder  the  Code,  a  mere  equitable  mortgagee  is  entitled  to  prerail 
against  an  action  to  recover  the  posaeMion  of  the  land  by  the  pur- 
chaser ;  the  remedy  of  the  latter  is  by  suit  to  redeem  from  the  mort- 
gage, and  for  an  accounting  if  necessary.  CL  i^JppeaUy  1860,  Chaie 
a.  Peck,  21  IT.  T.  (7  Smiik),  581. 

Abatei»nt,  2,  3. 

AFFIDAVIT. 
Sbbvicb,  4,  6. 

AFFIRMATIVE  RELIEF. 
Answxr,  1 ;  CouMTBR-OLAxii ',  LuciTATioira,  8. 

ALIMONY. 

An  application  by  the  plaintiff  for  alimony  in  an  action  of  diroroe,  denied 
on  the  ground  of  doubt  of  her  ultimate  success.  Carpenter  a.  Carpen- 
ter, 19  How.  Fr.f  539. 

« 

AMENDMENT. 

1.  Where,  in  a  partition  suit,  the  names  of  certain  defendants,  through 
inadvertence,  were  omitted  from  the  copy  suoinions  filed  ;^— 

Hddf  that  this  was  not  conclusive  that  they  had  not  been  msde 
parties,  and  they  having  been  actually  parties,  the  summons  might  be 
amended  after  judgment  and  sale.    Van  Wyck  a.  Hardy,  Ani§^  478. 

2.  A  purchaser  at  a  judicial  sale  is  not  necessarily  to  be  dischaiged  on 
account  of  formal  defects  in  the  verification  of  a  petition  for  the  ^poiotr 
ment  of  guardian  for  an  infant  defendant  in  the  action  in  which  the 
sale  is  decreed,  or  formal  defects  in  the  authentication  of  the  verificn- 
tion ;  but  such  defects  may  be  supplied  by  amendment,  nunc  pro  ivnc, 
Rogers  a,  McLean,  Ante^  440. 

8.  Thcicourt  have  not  power  to  amend  a  judgment^  on  motion,  by  qusli- 

fying  its  provisions  in  a  respect  in  which  there  was  no  mistake,  nor  sdj 

omission  of  a  direction  which  would  have  been  inserted,  as  of  coarse, 

?tf  origiDftlly  asked  for.    New  York  Ice  Co.  a.  Northwestern  Insurance 

Co.,  ^ate,419. 

4.  That  the  difference  between  a  complaint  founding  an  action  for  dama- 
ges on  a  refumd  to/ulJU  a  contract,  and  proof  of  refusai  to  eteenk  ta 
instrument  agreed  on  as  embodying  the  same  contract, — ^is  formal  sod 


i 
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carable  by  amendment  Pratt  a.  Hudson  River  Railroad  Co^  21  i\r.  V, 
(7  Smith),  305. 

5.  It  teems,  that  after  trial  the  court  should  not  allow  the  complaint  to 
be  amended  by  insertfng  allegations  of  a  further  claim,  the  facts  of 
which  were  known  to  the  plaintiff  before  the  commencement  of  the 
action.    Bulen  a,  Burdeli,  Ante,  381. 

3.  The  fact  that  a  proposed  amended  answer  contains  a  positive  denial 
of  the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  while  the  original  answer  only 
denies  them  on  information  and  belief,  is  not  an  objection  to  allowing 
it.  N.  r.  Superior  Ct^  Sp.  T^  1860,  Shanks  a.  Rae,  19  How.  Pr., 
640. 

7.  On  allowing  an  amendment  introducing  a  new  cause  of  action,  or  in- 
troducing allegations  necessary  to  complete  the  facts  alleged,  which 
otherwise  would  not  show  a  cause  of  action,  defendant  should  be 
allowed  to  answer  as  a  matter  of  right  Union  Bank  a.  Mott, 
Ante,  42. 

8.  In  such  case  the  court  cannot  require  that  testimony  already  taken  in 
the  cause  should  stand.    lb. 

9.  Amendment  should  be  made  not  at  the  expense  of  the  opposite 
party.    Ih, 

10.  In  an  action  for  services  the  plaintiff  had  judgment,  which,  on  ap- 
peal was  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  ordered,  the  costs  to  abide  the  eveyt, 
on  the  ground  that  the  written  contract  between  the  parties  provided 
that  payment  was  to  be  made  after  the  Common  Council  of  defendants 
had  made  an  appropriation  therefor,  and  that  the  complaint  contained 
no  allegation  of  an  appropriation,  or  a  petition  therefor. 

Held^  that  plaintiff's  motion  for  leave  to  amend  his  complaint  by 
inserting  allegations  in  conformity  to  the  opinion  of  the  general  term 
should  be  granted,  on  condition  of  his  paying  the  defendants'  taxable 
costs  since  the  answer  was  served,  and  relinquishing  his  right  to  the 
costs  of  the  appeal  which  had  been  ordered  to  abide  the  event  of  the 
new  trial,  in  the  event  of  his  succeeding  in  the  action.  [6  Hill,  377.] 
N,  F.  (km.  PI.,  Chambers,  1860,  McGrane  a.  Mayor  of  New  Yorl^ 
19  H<no.  Pr.,  144. 

11.  Defendant  permitted  to  amend  answer  on  paying  $10  costs  of  mo- 
tion, and  stipulating  that  !f  the  plaintiff  should  discontinue,  he  would 
waive  all  costs  accrued  between  the  time  of  serving  the  original 
answer  and  the  time  of  serving  notice  of  discontinuance.  Shanks  a. 
Rae,  19  How.  Pr.,  640. 

Cabb;  Complaint,  4, 19  ;  Guardian;  Serviob,  3;  Spsoifio  Pcrfobm- 

ANOB,  2 ;  Trui^  2,  3. 
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ANSWER. 

1.  An  accommodation  acceptor,  who  is  liable  merely  as  anretj,  and  en- 
titled to  aabrogation,  may  set  up  a  demand  for  snbrogation  in  his  answer. 
N.  Y.  Superior  Ct^  Sp.  T^  1860,  Bank  of  Toronto  a.  Hunter,  4  Bosw^ 
646. 

2.  In  an  answer  to  a  complaint  for  libel,  matter  whiph  b  alleged  in  justifi- 
cation, may  also  properly  be  alleged  in  mitijgation  of  damages.  Howard 
a,  Raymond,  Ante^  155. 

3.  In  an  action  in  the  nature  of  an  action  on  the  case,  against  the  sheriff 
»for  an  escape,-^inoe  by  2  Rev,  Stat,  437,  §  61,  the  plaintiff  oan  only 
recover  actual  damages, — defendant  is  at  liberty  to  plead  and  prove  that, 
at  the  time  of  the  escape,  the  prisoner  was  whoUy  destitute  of  proper- 
ty ;  and  this^  though  constitutiug  only  a  partial  defence,  may  be  pleaded 
as  a  separate  defence.  [16  N.  Y.,  297.]  iT.  T.  Superior  Ct^  1859, 
Loosey  a.  Oreer,  4  Boaw.^  391.    Compare  S^criv?,  iirfra. 

4.  By  including  a  defence  upon  the  merits  in  the  same  answer  with  the 
defence  of  a  former  suit  pending  for  the  same  eause  of  actioo^  the  de- 
fendant does  not  waive  the  latter  defence.  The  Code  provides  for  but 
a  single  answer,  in  which  the  defendant  is  required  to  include  every 
defence  upon  which  he  relies  to  defeat  the  action^  [4  Kern.,  465.] 
*0t  </4ppmU,  1860,  Gardner  a,  Clark,  fJl  -y.  T.  (7  Smith),  399; 
Overruling  a  previous  decision  in  the  same  case,  6  J^ohf.  Pr^  449, 

fi.  Since,  if  in  such  case  the  jury  find  a  general  verdict,  it  will  be  impos- 
sible to  determine  whether  the  judgment  rendered  upon  the  veidict 

.  should  operate  as  a  bar  to  another  suit  for  the  same  cause  of  action,  or 
not ;  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  judge  at  the  circuit  to  distinguisb 
between  the  several  defences  in  submitting  the  case  to  the  jury,  and 
require  them  to  find  separately  upon  them.    lb, 

6.  Where  the  disability  of  the  plainti£^  who  is  a  married  woman,  does 
not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  complaint,  the  defendant^  if  he  intends 
to  avail  himself  of  the  coverture  as  a  defence  to  the  action,  should  set 
it  up  in  his  answer.  By  a  mere  general  denial  be  waives  it  Supreme 
Pt.y  I860,  Dillaye  a.  Parks,  31  Barh^  132. 

7.  Where  usury  is  a  defence,  defendants  are  bound  to  set  np  in  the 
answer  the  contract,  whatever  it  was,  giving  its  terms,  and  the  amount 
of  the  usurious  premium  or  interest  taken  by  the  lender.  And  the 
usury  must  be  proved  as  set  up  in  the  pleading.  [4  Paige,  526 ;  8  Ib^ 
467 ;  11  lb.,  17 ;  3  Hill,  566 ;  11  Barb.,  100 ;  12  lb.,  601.]  Suprtm 
CU,  1860,  Griggs  «.  Howe,  81  Barh^  100. 

8.  A  general  averment  that  the  note  on  which  the  suit  is  brought  is 
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▼Old  for  nsaiy,  withont  averriDjj  what  the  usorious  agreement  was ; 
between  whom  it  was  made ;  the  quantum  of  nsurioas  interest  that 
was' agreed  upon  and  received;  nor  that  the  agreement  was  intention- 
ally usurious  and  corrupt^  is  frivolous.  [4  Paige,  526 ;  8  Ib^  452 ; 
11  lb.,  15.]  Under  the  Code,  which  requires  the  &cts  constituting  a 
defence  to  be  plainly  and  concisely  set  forth,  this  rule  cannot  be 
deemed  to  be  relaxed.  [10  Barb.,  321 ;  12  lb.,  601.]  Such  an  answer 
is  bad  in  substance.  'Ct.  of  Aj^pwU^  1860,  Manning  a.  Tyler,  21  iV, 
Y.  (7  Smith),  667. 
9«  An  allegation  in  an  answer,  that  the  defendant  was  arrested  upon  a 
capias,  at  the  suit  of  the  assignor,  is  not  a  good  plea  of  a  formei^ 
action  pending  for  the  same  cause ;  and  it  not  appearing  that  a  decla* 
ration  was  filed  or  sefved,  the  pleading  is  not  helped  by  the  averment 
that  the  capias  was  for  the  same  identical  cause  of  action.  Ct,  of 
'Aj^peaU^  I860,  Gardner  a.  Clark,  21  N.  Y.  (7  Smith),  309. 

10.  In  an  action  for  goods  sold,  or  for  services,  the  allegation  of  the 
value  thereof  in  the  complaint  is  material,  and  a  verified  answer  con- 
taining a  denial  of  that  allegation  cannot  be  stricken  out  as  sham. 
Gregory  a.  Wright,  Ante,  417. 

11.  In  an  action  for  divorce,  an  answer  setting  up  plaintiff ^s  adultery  as 
a  defence,  need  not  allege  the  inhabitancy  of  the  parties^  or  either 
of  them.  Supreme  Ct^  Sp.  T^  1860,  Leseuer  a.  Leseuer,  31  Barb,, 
330. 

12.  The  ability  of  the  plaintiff  to  demur,  under  section  153  of  the  Code 
of  Procedure,  to  one  or  more  of  the  defences  set  up  in  the  answer,  does 
not  preclude  a  motion,  under  section  152,  to  strike  out  such  matter 
irom  the  answer  as  irrelevant.    Lee  Bank  a*  Kitching,  AtUe,  435. 

13.  An  answer  which  contains  a  denial  of  any  material  allegation  of  the 
complaint,  if  verified,  cannot  be  stricken  out  as  sham.  Gr^qry  a. 
Wright,  Ante,  417- 

14.  Each  defence  in  an  answer,  which,  by  the  very  words  of  such  defence 
is  declared  to  be  **  a  further,  separate,  and  distinct  defence,"  must  be 
complete  in  itself  and  must  contain  all  that  is  necessary  to  answer  the 
whole  cause  of  action,  or  that  part  of  it  which  it  professes  to  answer. 
[7  Abbotte'  Pr.,  373 ;  S.  C,  2  Boiw.,  694.]  It  cannot  be  made  good 
by  a  resort  to  other  distinct  parts  of  the  answer  to  which  such  defence 
contains  no  reference,  either  in  terms  or  by' necessary  and  just  con- 
struetion.    JV.  Y.  Superior  CL,  1859,  Loosey  a.  Orser,  4  JBoew^f  391. 

15.  On  allowing  a  defendant  to  put  in  a  supplemental  answer,  in  the 
nature  of  a  plea  puie  darrein  continuance,  the  court  may,  in  their  disr 
oretion,  impose,  as  a  condition,  that  defendant  waive  other  defences ; 
and  this  should  be  done  where  the  sufficiency  and  equity  of  the  pro* 
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posed  defence  is  doubtful.    If  T,  Superior  Ci^  Sp.  T^  1859,  Bate  a' 
Fellowes,  4  Boew^  638. 

Amkkdmknt,  6 ;  Consul;  Coerre,  7;  Couhtkb-ciaim ;  DKrcNCu; 

Plbadiko,  5. 

APPEAL. 

1.  An  order  which  Tiolates  the  strict  legal  rights  of  a  parly  is  appeal- 
able.   Union  Bank  a.  Mott,  Ante,  42. 

2.  Where  a  motion  is  made  to  the  court  to  open  a  default  as  a  mere 
•  favor  to  the  moving  party,  the  power  of  the  court  being  conceded,  an 

order,  either  granting  or  denying  such  motion,  either  absolutely  or  on 
terms,  will  not  be  reviewed  on  appeal.  In  such  case,  no  substantial 
right  is  violated;  for  relief  from  the  default,  in  such  case,  is  not  a 
matter  of  right.  The  motion  does  not  involve  the  merits ;  for  the  op- 
posing party  being  in  all  respects  regular,  no  rule  of  law  or  practice 
has  been  violated,  and  the  merits  of  the  action  are  not  the  questions 
in  any  wise  to  be  determined  on  such  a  motion.  [3  Code  R^  141 ;  1 
Comst.,  43 ;  2  E.  D.  Smith,  228.]  N.  F.  Superior  Ct.,  Sp.  T^  1850, 
Foshay  a.  Drost,  4  Boeuf^  664. 
8.  Under  section  6  of  the  act  establishing  the  City  Court  of  Brooklyn, 
as  amended  in  1860  {Lawe  of  1849,  170,  ch.  125;  Laws  if  1850, 
148), — ^authorizing  an  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  ''from  any  judg- 
ment or  final  determination  of  said  City  Court,  and  from  any  inter*, 
mediate  order  involving  the  merits,  and  necessarily  affecting  the  judg- 
ment,^— an  appeal  will  lie  to  the  Supreme  Court,  from  an  order  made 
by  the  City  Court  of  Brooklyn,  before  a  judgment  in  the  action,  when 
such  an  order  is  in  its  nature  appealable.  Supreme  Ct.,  1860,  Moore 
a.  Wood,  19  Him.  Pr^  406;  Bennett  a.  City  of  Brooklyn,  /*.,  810. 

4.  The  phrase  ''involves  the  merits  and  necessarily  affects  the  judg- 
ment," is  to  be  read  as  meaning  an  order  which  will  necessarily  affect 
the  judgment,  and  as  referring  to  future  as  well  as  existing  judgments. 

'  An  order  granting  a  new  trial  obviously  involves  the  merits.  Though 
the  appiicatiott  in  the  court  below  was  addressed  to  the  discretion  of 
the  court, — e.  g^  where  it  is  founded  on  newly-discovered  evidence, — 
it  is  to  a  legal  discretion,  limited  and  controlled  by  legal  rulea,  and 
which  is  therefore  open  to  review  and  examination  by  those  mlea  upon 
an  appeal.  Supretne  CL,  1860,  Bennett  a.  City  of  Brooklyn,  19  How, 
Pr^  310. 

5.  An  order  under  section  122  of  the  Code,  substituting  an  adverM 
claimant  as  a  defendant,  is  appealable.     Wilson  a.  Duncan,  Anie,  8. 

6.  A  notice  of  judgment  is  defective  when  it  omits  to  state  the  clerk's 
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office  in  which  the  judgment  is  entered ;  and  such  notice  does  not  limit 
the  time  of  the  opposite  party  to  bring  his  i^peaU  Supreme  Ct^  Sp. 
T^  1850,  Yalton  a.  National  Loan  Fund  life  Asniranee  Society, 
19  ITow.  Pr^  515.  • 
7«  Proceedings  supplementary  to  execution  are  proceedings  in  the  cause 
considered  as  a  sort  of  additional  or  equitable  execution*  And  although 
they  are  had  in  the  oounty  where  a  debtor  reside^  withckit  reference 
to  the  venue  of  the  action,  an  appeal  in  such  proceedings  must  be  had 
only  in  the  judicial  district  where  the  Tonue  of  the  action  was  laid. 
Supreme  Ct.^  1860,  Gould  a.  Torrance,  19  ffmo.  Pr^  560. 

8.  An  appeal  by  defendant  from  an  order  denying  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  without  stay  of  proceedings,  either  by  order  or  by  giving  snch 
security  as  makes  the  appeal  a  stay,  does  not  preclude  the  plaintiff 
from  entering  judgment.  But  the  entry  of  judgment  does  not  affect 
the  prior  appeal  from  the  order;  and  the  greneral4erm  decision  of 
affinnance  on  such  an  ^peal  is  itself  appealable  to  the  Court  of  Ap- 
peals, as  if  DO  judgment  had  been  entered.  Supreme  Ct^  Sp,  T^  1859, 
Valton  ei.  National  Loan  Fund  Life  Assurance  Society,  19  H(n».  Pr,^b\5, 

9.  A  reversal  of  the  decision  of  the  general  term  by  the  latter  court, 
would  be  a  decision  granting  a  new  trial,  and  an  order  would  then  be 
required  to  stay  proceedings  on  the  judgment  in  chief.  In  such 
case,  a  motion  by  plaintiff  to  stay  proceedings  on  the  appeal  from  the 
order,  until  the  af^peal  from  the  judgment  could  be  heard,  cannot  be 
entertained  by  the  Supreme  Court  after  the  appeal  from  the  order  has 
been  taken,  and  is  pending  in  the  Court  of  Appeals.    lb, 

10.  On  appeal  from  a  judgment  directing  the  delivery  of  personal  }»op- 
erty,  such  as  will  depreciate  by  time  and  use,  it  would  not  be  just  for 
the  court  to  allow  a  stay  of  proceedingB  upon  an  undertaking  to  obey 
the  order  of  the  court  upon  the  i^peal,  under  section  386  of  the  Code 
of  Procedure.  The  respondent  should  have  indemnity  for  the  use 
and  the  depreciation  of  the  property  in  case  the  judgment  is  affirmed* 
Bead  a.  Potter,  Anie^  413. 

11.  Where  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  confirming  the  proceedings  in  a 
street  case,  is  brought  by  a  part  of  die  owners  as  to  whom  an  award 
is  made,  every  thing  essential  to  show  jurisdiction  and  regularity  must 
appear  in  the  appeal-papen ;  but  that  part  of  the  commissioners'  re- 
port which  applies  exclusively  to  other  parties,  and  does  not  throw 
light  on  the  appellant'e  case,  may  be  stated  in.  the  most  general  terms. 
Matter  of  Fouith  Avenue,  Ante^  189. 

12.  On  appeal  from  the  judgment  only,  the  exceptions  which  were  taken 
at  the  trial  only  ean  be  considered.  Points  relating  to  the  sufficiency 
of  the  proofs,  however  proper  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  are  not  open 
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to  ooDskleratioii  as  a  ^oand  of  reversal  of  the  judgment.  Where  the 
defendantB*  motion  for  »  new  trial  is  denied,  if  thej  do  not  appeal  from 
the  order  denying  it,  they  moat  be  taken  to  have  acquiesced,  and 
therefore  to  have  waived  all  grounds  for  a  new  trial,  exeept  snch  ques- 
tions of  kw  aa,  under  the  ezoeptioiM  taken,  vmlj  be  raised  on  an  appeal 
from  ih»  judgment  N.  Y,  Svptrior  Ct,,  1 869,  Rider  a.  Union  Indta-mb* 
ber  Co#,  4  Bim^^  160;  to  the  same  efieet,  Anthony  a.  Smith,  Ib^  508. 

13.  Ab  objeotioB  which  does  not  appear  6y  tkiB  UU  af  exeepUonM  to  have 
been  taken  on  the  trial,  cannot  be  considered  on  appeaL  Ct.  cfAppmit^ 
1863,  Bagley  a.  Smith,  19  How.  Pt^  1. 

14.  Refenee's  reports  and  statements  of  (Im^  presented  to  the  Court  of  Ap- 
peal%  an  not  construed  with  the  strictness  which  was  applied,  at  com- 
mon law,  to  special  verdicts^  Error  on  the  part  of  the  court  below, 
wiU  not  be  preanmed,  but  must  be  made  clearly  to  appear.  Heaoe  it 
is  ineumbeot  upon  the  appellant  to  take  oare  so  to  present  the  fiiots 
upon  which  the  case  depends,  as  to  show  affirmatively  that  nn  error 
has  been  committed.  Hie  court  will  presume  nothing  in  favor  of  the 
party  alleging  the  error;  but  if  oompelled,  through  the  imperfection  of 
the  statement  of  fiicts,  to  resort  to  presumptiona  at  all,  will  adopt  such 
only  as  will  sustain  the  judgment  Ct.  of  AppeaU^  1860,  Carman  a. 
Pulta,  21  N.  T.  (7  SmiiA),  64t. 

16.  In  an  action  on  %  note  drawn  payable  to,  and  indorsed  to  the  plaintiSs 
by,  an  insurance  company,  neither  the  pleadings  nor  evidence  showed 
that  the  company  was  ineorporsted."  ifeU,  that  on  an  appeal  the 
court  should  treat  the  case  as  if  the  company  was  unincorporated. 
N.  r.  Superior  Ct.,  Fish  a.  De  Wolf,  4  Sostr.,  6T3. 

16.  The  error  of  plaintiffs  in  describing  themselves  as  ^TVnsiees  of  the  Flnt 
Cbureh,''  Ac,  instead  of  as  the  ^  First  Church,''  ^c,  being  a  subject  of 
amendment  in  the  court  below,  is  not  ground  of  reversing  on  appeal  a 
judgment  obtained  by  them.  Ct.  of  Appe^h,  1860,  Trustees  of  Fint 
Baptist  Soeiely  in  Symeuse  a.  Robinson,  2lIf.Y.  (7  Smith),  334. 

17.  The  Court  of  Appeals  never  reverses  a  judgment  on  the  ground  of  a 
variance  which  may  he  cured  by  amendinent  [18  N.  T.,  516.] 
Ct  of  Appeals,  1860,  Bennett  a.  Judeon,  91  IT.  Y.  {1  Smith),  288 ; 
Gardell  sl  McNeil,  lb.,  386. 

]  8.  On  appeal  from  a  Surrogate's  Court,  the  court  will  not  ravene  a 
deoreeto  which  the  reapoodent  is  justly  entitled  upon  the  merits,  be- 
cauae  a  contumacious  witness  of  the  appellant  reAised  to  obey  the  pro- 
cess of  the  court,  or  to  furnish  the  evidence  wiiieh  it  demanded,  or  be- 
cause the  surrogate,  it  may  be  improperly,  refnsed  to  punish  him  fbr  his 
leluaaL    Suprmne  Ci.,  1860,  Hegeroaa  ck  Fox,  31  Barh^  476. 

ArrACHMUirr,  7 ;  Attokkkt^  6. 
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ARBITRATION. 

1.  A  Babmtssion  to  arbitration  submitted  the  coiitrovervy  to  two  arUtra-- 
tors,  with  aathority  <'to  selecife  a  third  party  not  iijterested,"  dn^'^io 
decide  any  point  of  disagreement  between  them^  whose  decision  shall 
be  final.'* 

Heldy  that  in  case  of  a  disagreement,  it  was  essential  to  the  vallditj 
of  the  award  that  it  should  be  signed  by  the  nmpire  selected.  Jaekloif 
a.  Merritt,  370. 

2.  An  action  upon  an  award  may  be  brought  in  the  Supreme  Court, 
although  the  submission  provides  for  judgment  in  the  County  Court; 
The  right  of  action  is  not  suspended  until  the  term  of  the  ConlDiiy 
Court  succeeding  the  award.  If  the  defendant  deeires  to  move  that 
court  for  relief,  he  may  obtain  a  stay  of  proceedings.  The  Btatate, 
prescribing  certain  forms  for  submission  to  arbitrators,  and  allowing 
the  parties  to  agree  that  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  record  designated  in 
the  instrument  of  submission  should  be  rendered  upon  the  award,  is 
cumulative  merely,  not  exclusive  [24  Wend.,  258 ;  2  Hill,  271],  and 
the  right  of  action  on  the  award  still  remains.  CU  of  Appeah^  1860, 
Burnside  a.  Whitney,  21  2f.  T.  (7  Smith),  148. 

ARREST. 

1.  An  action  for  criminal  conversation  it  an  action  for  injury  to  the  per- 
son within  subdivision  1,  of  section  1 79  of  the  Code;  and  the  d^nd- 
ant  is  liable  to  arrest  [4  How.  Pr.,  284 ;  3  Code  R.,  9  ;  3  Blackst, 
199 ;  4  Cow.,  412.]  J^.  Y.  Superior  Ct^  1859,  Straus  a.  Schwaite- 
watelden,  4  Bosw^  627. 

2.  Where  defendant  after  having  borrowed  money  on  a  promise  to  ^pply 
it  to  a  specific  use,  converted  it  to  another  use ; — 

jffeld^  that  he  was  liable  to  arrest  for  a  fraud  in  contracting  the  debt 
Lovell  a.  Martin,  Ante^  128^ 

3.  In  an  action  in  the  nature  of  an  action  on  the  case  against  partners, 
for  obtaining  goods  from  plaintiffs  by  fraud,  a  partner  who  did  not  par- 
ticipate personally  in  the  fraud  is  liable  to  arrest,  as  well  as  thoee  who 
did.  .  Townsend  a.  Bogart,  Ante^  355. 

4.  If  the  affidavits  show  such  a  cause  of  action,  it  is  not  to  be  inferred 
.that  the  complaint  will  not  state  a  cause  of  action  of  that  nature,  be- 
cause the  affidavits  allege  that  the  action  is  brought  to  recover  the  price 
of  goods  sold.    lb, 

5.  In  an.  action  against  partners,  to  recover  a  debt  of  the  copartnenhip. 
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in  oontractiDg  which  some  of  the  partners  were  guilty  of  a  fraud,  all 
the  partnera  are  liable  to  arrest  Woodruff  and  Robbrtsok,  JJ^  dis- 
sented.   Ih. 

6*  The  provision  of  the  Code  that  ^no  female  ahall  be  arrested  in  any 
setioD,  except  for  a  wilfol  injury  to  person,  character,  or  property" 
(Cfotky  §  119\  exempts  a  female  defendant  from  arrest  in  an  action  for 
debt,  although  she  may  have  fraudulently  contracted  such  debt  JT.  T, 
Superior  Ct^  Sp.  Z,  1860,  Wheeler  a.  Hartwell,  4  Bo9w^  686. 

7«  An  order  of  arrest  should  not  be  vacated  merely  on  the  groand  that 
one  of  the  plaintiffs  is  not  a  proper  party.  Webber  a.  Moritx,  Ante^ 
113. 

8.  In  an  action  t(x  a  conversion,  an  order  of  arrest  is  not  to  be  vacated 
on  mere  denial  of  plaintift'^s  affidavits.  N,  T,  Superior  CL,  1859, 
Cousland  a.  Bliss,  4  Boew^  619. 

9*  Defendants,  upon  the  fSsith  of  their  explicit  representations  that  their 
atock  of  goods  were  worth  $20,000^  obtained,  on  the  last  day  of  Octo- 
ber, a  loan  of  $10,000  from  the  plaintiffs,  positively  assuring  them  that 
this  loan  would  prevent  their  failure.  On  the  6th  of  January  follow- 
ing, they  transferred  their  stock  to  plaintiffs^  on  account  of  their  in- 
debtedness, representing  the  stock  to  be  worth  $9,000 ;  but  after  ap- 
praisement, they  consented  that  plaintiffs  should  credit  them  with 
$4,000  for  it,  and  on  a  sale  it  brought  even  less.  In  an  action  to  re- 
cover the  remninder  of  the  indebtedness,  the  plaintiffs  caused  the  de> 
fendants  to  be  arrested. 

JSTeld^  that  they  were  not  entitled  to  dischai^  from  arrest  in  the 
absence  of  definite  explanations  as  to  the  deficiency  in  the  amount  of 

.  {»operty  which  they  had  represented  they  had.  Without  such  ex- 
planation it  must  be  inferred*  that  either  they  intentionally  misrepre- 
sented the  value  of  the  property  to  get  the  loan,  or  afterwards  made 
away  with  a  large  portion  of  the  property,  with  the  design  of  defiaud* 
ing  their  creditors.    Wilmerding  a,  Mooney,  Ante^  283. 

ASSESSBIENT. 

!•  An  owner  of  land  assessed  for  a  local  improvement,  cannot  invoke  the 
equitable  powers  of  the  court  to  relieve  against  omissions  or  iiregn- 
larities  in  the  proceedings  of  the  commissioners.  Eelsey  a.  ffing,  AiUe^ 
180. 

2«  Where  mortgaged  premises  are  taken  by  a  municipal  corporation  for 
a  public  improvement,  and  the. whole  damages  are  awarded  and  paid 
to  the  mortgagor,  the  proceedings  being  regular,  the  mortgagee  has 
no  right  to  recover  against  the  municipal  corporation  the  amount  of 
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0  , 

the  mortgage.  Either  the  mortgagee^B  rights  as  to  the  land  are  eat  off 
by  the  proceedings,  or  not ;  and  if  not,  the  remedy  is  by  fbreclosare. 
Sherwood  a.  Mayor  of  New  York,  Ante^  847. 
3.  Under  a  lease  providing  that  the  lessee  shall  bear  all*  assessments  im- 
posed on  the  premises  daring  the  term,  if  a  part  of  the  premises  are 
taken  for  a  public  improvement,  and  damages  therefor  assessed  to  the 
owner  and  to  the  lessee  respectively,  for  their  interests,  the  assessment 
for  benefit  laid  upon  the  residue  of  the  premises  must  be  borne  wholly 
by  the  lessee.    Trinity  Church  a.  Cook,  AnU^  971. 

Execution,  6,  0. 

ASSIGNMENT. 

» 

1.  A  right  of  action  for  the  conversion  of  personal  chattels  is  assignable 
[2  Eem.,  622] ;  and  whenever  a  right  is  vested  in  one  growing  out  of  a 
contract  of  any  nature,  it  is  assignable ;  and  if  the  assertion  of  the 
original  right  involves  the  establishing  of  fraud  or  deceit  connected 
with  the  action,  the  right  to  prove  this  follows  the  right  to  the  original 
cause  of  action,  and  vests  in  the  assignee  with  it.  iT.  F*.  Superior  Ct^ 
1850,  Westcott  a.  Keeler,  4  Basw.,  564. 

2.  An  assignment  of  a  '*  judgment,  and  of  all  sum  and  sums  of  money 
that  may  be  had  or  obtained  by  means  thereof,  or  on  any  proceedings 
to  be  had  thereupon,"  transfers  to  the  assignee  a  cause  of  action  against 
the  sheriff  on  his  liability  as  bail  for  a  defendant  arrested  by  him  in 
the  action.  [6  Duer,  182.]  H.  T.  Superior  Ct^  1850,  Gallarati  a. 
Orser,  4  Boiw^  04. 

3.  An  assignment  of  the  partnership  effects  of  an  insolvent  firm  to  pay 
preferred  private  debts  of  one  of  the  partners,  for  which  neither  the 

.  firm  nor  his  copartner  are  liable,  is  fraadulent  and  void  as  against  the 
creditors  of  the  firm.  Ct,  of  AppeaU^  Wilson  a.  Robertson,  2\  NmT, 
(7  Smith),  587;  S.  C,  10  Haw.  Pr^  850. 

4.  The  assignee  of  a  bond  and  mortgage, — JETe/cf,  not  to  be  subject  to  eidst- 
ing  equities,  in  a  peculiar  case.  Supreme  Ct^  1860,  Cornell  a.  Town* 
send,  10  Jffow.  Pr.,  184. 

5.  Tho  power  to  compel  an  assignee  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  to 
account,  ^c,  which  is  conferred  upon  the  courts  by  the  aot  of  1860 
{Lam  of  1860, 505),  is  intended  to  be  substantially  such  as  is  conferred 

•  by  law  upon  surrogates  respecting  the  estates  of  deceased  persons,  with 
the  proviso,  however,  that  the  same  shall  not  be  exercised  nntil  the 
lapse  of  one  year  from  the  date  of  the  assignment.  The  court  cannot 
call  upon  the  assignee  to  account,  or  direct  him  in  any  way  respecting 
the  distribution  of  the  trust  fund  until  the  year  has  expired.  Matter 
of  Nelson,  Antey  352,  .    ^ 
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AMISTASCB  (Wl^  Or)^ 

6.  It  tetmi^  tiut  at  that  time»  if  h^  hat  not  oloaed  his  trast|  a  full  aad 
final  acooaatiDg  may  be  had,  in  whieb  the  rights  of  all  person^  oon- 
cerned  may  be  as  fully  determined  as  in  the  ordinafy  equity  action 
which 'any  creditor  may  bring  to  close  up  an  assigned  estate  and  ob* 
tain  payment  of  the  portion  of  it  to  which  he  may  be  -entitled,  and 
distribotioB  directed  accordingly,    Hk 

CdNSTRVOnON,  2. 

ASSISTANCE  (Wait  of). 

1.  Upon  a  sale  in  foreclosure,  the  court  gives  possession  to  the  purchaser 
as  against  all  persons  who  are  parties  to  the  suit,  or  who  came  into 
possession  under  either  of  them  pending  the  suit,  but  does  not  undei^ 
take  to  remove  persons  who  go  into  possession  after  the  purchaser  has 
received  his  deed,  and  conveyed  the  premises  to  another.  Betts  a. 
Birdsall,  AnU,  22(2. 

2.  One  who  enters  over  fifteen  months  after  the  sale,  is  not  to  be  deemed 
as  having  entered  pending  the  suit,  and  cannot  be  removed  by  a  writ 
of  assistance,  though  he  entered  under  a  party  to  the  suit.     /6. 

ASSOCIATIONS. 
Paetisb^  8. 

ATTACHMENT. 

1.  An  attachment,  as  a  provisional  remedy  under  the  Code,  may  iBBiie  as 
well  in  actions  to  recover  damages  for  wronga,  aa  in  actions  of  eon- 
tract,  when  defendant  is  not  a  resident  of  the  State,  or  has  departed  with 
intent  to  avoid  service,  or  keeps  himself  concealed  with  that  intent 
An  action  to  recover  damages  for  a  wrong  is  deemed  an  action  for  the 
recovery  of  money.  Floyd  a.  Blake,  AnU^  349 ;  to  the  contrary  is 
Gordon  a.  Gaffey,  Ib^  1. 

2.  Under  section  220  of  the  Code,-^which  requires,'  as  a  foundation  for 
a  warrant  of  attachment,  that  it  shall  appear  by  affidavit  that  a  canse 

*  of  action  exists  against  the  defendant,  specifying  the  amount  of  the 
claim  and  the  ground  thereof^-^-if  the  action  is  for  an  accounting,  and 
the  complaint  shows  that  the  plointiflf  is  unable  to  state  the  amoant 
due  him,  his  affidavit  that  there  is  a  certain  sum  due  him,  is  not 
enough  to  authorize  an  attachment.  Ackroyd  a.  Ackroyd,  Anie, 
845. 

8.  If  the  plaintiff  shows  that  he  does  not  and  cannot  know  whether  any 
thing  is  due  him,  his  statement  of  his  opinion  as  to  the  amount  la  not 
^   enough.    lb. 
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4.  In  an  action  upon  a  monej  bond,  payable  in  inBtalmenla,  where  there 
it  only  one  instalment  due,  and  the  plaintiff,  before  judgment,  iBsnes 
and  seizea  by  attachment  the  personal  property  of  the  defendant,  his 
lien  by  the  attachment,  as  against  other  creditors  acquiring  an  inter- 
mediate title  or  lien  upon  the  property,  is  oiriy  to  the  extent  of  the 
amount  actually  dne  upon  the  bond  at  the  time  of  the  service  of  the 
attachment,  although  at  the  time  of  entering  judgment  another  instal- 
ment has  become  due.  Supreme  Ct^  Sp.  T^  1860,  Syracuse  City 
Bank  a.  Coville,  19  How.  Pr^  885. 

5.  The  goods  seised  upon  the  attachment  are  in  the  place  of  bail  or 
security  for  the  debt,  and  as  creditors,  by  seiaure,  acquire  an  interest 
in  or  a  lien  upon  the  goods,  they  have  all  the  rights  and  equities  of 
special  bail,  and  the  lien  of  the  attaching  creditor  cannot  be  increased 
to  their  detriment  by  tacking  a  claim  accruing  after  the  crediUH«  have 
acquired  their  rights.  The  object  of  an  attachment  is  to  secure  a  debt 
actually  due,  and  has  no  reference  to  a  judgment  which  may,  accord- 
ing to  the  practice  of  the  court,  be  recovered  as  a  security  for  a  debt 
thereafter  to  become  due.  To  warrant  an  attachment  it  must  appear 
that  a  cause  of  action  exists,  and  this  cause  is  only  for  a  sum  actually 
due.  (§  229.)  The  plaintiff  can  claim  no  more,  under  his  attach- 
ment, than  he  could  have  compelled  the  sheriff  to  take  and  hold.    Ih. 

^  Notice  of  an  attachment  against  all  defendant's  property,  is  insufiScient 
under  section  236  of  the.Code.    Wilson  a.  Duncan,  Ante,  8. 

7.  Though  after  judgment  enjoining  defendant,  and  pending  his  appeal 
therefrom,  he  acts  at  hii  peril  in  disregarding  the  injunction,  yet  if  by 
giving  proper  security  on  the  appeal,  he  has  stayed  plaintiff's  *^  pro- 
eaedings  on  the  judgment,**  the  court  will  not,  pending  such  appeal, 
allow  an  attachment  against  him  (or  contempt  in  disregarding  the  in- 
jnnetion.  Suoh  an  attachment  would  be  a  proceeding  on  the  judg- 
ment   Howe  a.  Searing,  Anie^  28. 

Bond;  Contempt;  Tazss. 

ATTORNEY. 

• 

1.  The  lien  of  the  attorney  lor  hia  compensation  attaches  to  tho  claim 
itself,  and  exists  from  the  commencement  of  the  notion  to  judgment, 
and  the  taxable  costs  are  prima  fade  the  measure  of  such  com- 
pensation. Supreme  Oi^  Spu  T^  1869,  Keenan  o,  DoiiUuger,  l9JErow, 
Pr^  163. 

2.  If  a  defendant  has  bona  fide  paid  die  debt  and  costs  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  got  a  full  discharge,  without  notice  from  the  attorney  of  his  claim. 
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and  without  coHttsion  to  defraud  him,  it  is  valid,  and  a  judgment 
taken  by  the  attorney  shonld  be  eet  aside  on  motion.  If  the  advene 
party  applies  to  cancel  the  judgment  by  a  neircS,  the  court  would  (ike 
care  that  the  attomey^s  bill  be  paid.  [3  Cai.,  166.]  A  settlement  of 
the  debt,  without  receipt  of  the  costs,  stands  precisely  upon  the  isme 
footing  as  the  payment  of  both  debt  and  coets  to  the  client.  N,  F. 
Supmar  Ci,^  Sp,  T^  1800,  McDowell  a.  Second  Arenue  Railroad  Co^ 
4  Bo$w^  670, 

3.  If  an  attorney  has  omitted  to  protect  himself  by  a  notice  forbidding  s 
settlement  without  him,  and  the  parties  compromise  the  action  before 
judgment,  of  which  he  has  notice,  he  then  proceeds  in  the  suit  for  hit 
costs,  at  the  peril  of  establishing  conclusively  that  the  adverse  psrtj 
had  the  design  when  making  the  settlement,  of  defeating  his  demand 
for  the  costs.  If  he  fail  in  satisfying  the  court  of  this,  his  proceedings, 
subsequent  to  notice,  will  be  set  aside.    lb, 

4.  What  amounts  to  collusion  in  such  cases,  considered.    lb, 

5.  Although  stipulations  made  by  the  attorney,  pertinent  to  the  mattoi 
intrusted  to  him,  are  binding  upon  the  client,  though  made  without 
special  authority ;  yet  acts  done  outside  of  the  matter  committed  to 
his  charge  are  not  binding, — e.  g^  a  stipulation  not  to  appeal,— and 
where  the  attorney  is  unable  to  respond  in  damages,  the  court  will  re- 
lieve the  client,  preserving  the  other  party  from  loss.  The  right  of 
appeal  cannot  be  taken  away  withoflt  the  suitor's  c<»sent  Soofs 
stipulation  not  to  move  for  a  second  trial,  under  the  statute,  in  an  so- 
tion  for  lands.  People  and  Taylor  a.  Hayort  ^.,  of  New  York, 
Ante^  66. 

6.  Where  an  attorney  appears  for  a  person  without  authority,  and  suffers 
judgment  against  him,  the  person  injured  ought  not  to  be  confined  to 
his  remedy  against  the  attomeyi  evm  though  the  latter  be  vesponiible. 
The  court  should  in  any  case,  give  him  leave  to  come  in  and  litigate 
the  case  on  the  merits,  preserving  meanwhile  the  lien  of  the  judgment 
[6  Johns^  296  ;  1  Satk.,  88 ;  9  Wend^  437 ;  9  How.  Pr.,  442.]  Su- 
preme  Ct^  1860,  Ellsworth  a.  Campbell,  31  Barb^  134. 

7.  The  statute  of  1860 — providing  that  any  graduate  of  the  Law  School 
of  Columbia  College  shall  be  admitted  upon  his  diploma  to  practise^ 
is  not  unconstitutional.  On  a  fair  construction,  it  has  reference  only 
to  the  requisite  qualifications  of  learning  and.  ability,  and  does  not 
necessarily  assume  to  dispense  with  the  constitutional  requirements  as 
to  age,  sex,  dkc    Matter  of  the  Graduates,  Ante^  801. 


Bail;  PaooKsa. 
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ATTORNEY^ENERAL. 

1.  That  the  attorney-general  has  no  power  to  ratify  proceedings  taken 
in  the  name  of  the  people  without  his  consent.  People  a.  Mayor,  dbc, 
of  New  York,  19  Ifow.  Pr^  289. 

2.  The  people,  by  the  attorney-general,  may  bring  an  action  to  compel 
a  chartered  railroad  company  to  keep  its  road  in  repair  and  in  oper- 
ation.    People  0.  Albany  and  Vermont  Railroad  Co.,  Ante^  186. 

AWARD, 
Arbitration. 

BAIL. 

Under  theCJode  of  Procedure,  as  well  as  before,  a  practising  attorney  is 
disqualified  from  becoming  bail ;  but  such  bail  is  not  a  nullity,  but  the 
objection  must  be  raised  by  exception.  [Doug.,  466 ;  1  H.  Blackst, 
76 ;  2  Wm.  Blackst.,  799 ;  Ck>wp.,  828 ;  1  Chitt,  8 ;  1  Taunt^  164  v 
15  Johns.,  635;  8  lb.,  327;  20  lb.,  129;  2  East,  181;  1  Wend., 
35.]  N.  Y,  Superior  Ci^  1859,  Miles  a.  Clarke,  4  Bobw^  632; 
aMrming  S.  C,  2  Ih^  709. 

BILL  OF  PARTICIILARS. 

A  bill  of  particulars  does  not  change  the  nature  of  the  action.  It  is  not 
a  declaration,  nor  is  it  a  novel  assignment.  Its  office  is  to  apprise  the 
opposite  party  of  the  claim  made  against  him,  so  that  he  may  not  be 
surprised  at  the  trial ;  and  an  omission  or  mistake  not  calculated  to 
mislead  will  be  deemed  immaterial.  [4  Wend.,  360 ;  2  Taunt,  224 ; 
1  How.  Pr.,  172;  3  M.  <k  8.,  380;  8  Bing.,  411;  10  Wend.,  258; 
8  lb.,  344.]  Where  the  bill  of  particulars  has  not  misled  the  op- 
posite party,  he  cannot  take  advantage  of  it  to  exclude  the  offered 
proofl     N.  Y,  Superwr  Ct^  1859,  Seaman  a.  Low,  4  Bosw^  337. 

BOARD  OF  HEALTH. 

Requisites  of  an  order  of  a  board  of  health  declaring  a  nuisance.  Rogers 
a.  Barker,  31  Barb^  447. 

BOND. 

Under  a  bond  in  attachment  proceedings,  conditioned  to  pay  all  damages 
which  the  obligee  might  sustain,  by  reason  of  the  issuing  of  the 


496  ABBOTTS'  PRACTICE  DIGEST. 


attacbmenti  if  the  applicant  fiuled  to  obtain  judgment  thereon — ^tiie  ad- 
jadication  of  the  juatioe  does  not  finalty  detenniue  whether  the  appli- 
cant fidls  to  reoover  or  not  [21  Wend^  270.]  Though  he  ia  amceMfol 
before  the  justice,  if  the  other  party  has  the  judgment  reversed  upon 
certiorari,  the  costs  of  reversal  are  to  be  included  in  the  damages. 
Supreme  Ct^  1857,  Bennett  a.  Brown,  31  Barh^  168. 

JUDOUKIIT. 

BROOKLYN. 

9 

1.  Under  section  8  of  the  Brooklyn  sewerage  and  drainage  act  of  1857 
(2  Lau>9  qf  1857,  100,  ch.  521),  providing  that  if  the  commissionerB,  in 
their  plan  of  sewerage,  find  it  necessary  to  construct  a  sewer  through 
any  street  not  opened  by  law,  iind  it  cannot  be  constructed  without 

.  carrying  it  through  a  part  oC  such  streqt^  the  eommissioiierm  may  take 
prooe^ings  to  have  the  street  opened — an  absolute  or  j^yaical  ne- 
cessity is  not  oontemplatfid.  The  coromiBwonere*  plan  is  for  the  entire 
eity,  and  th^  commissioners  are  to  be  allowed  a  laige  discretion. 
Kelsey  a.  King,  JnU^  180. 

;2.  An  action  can  be  maiotaioed  in  a  State  court  lor  a  tort  committee 
upon  one  of  its  citizens  within  the  limits  .of  the  Brooklya  Nayj  Yard. 
Armstrong  a.  Foote,  AnU^  884. 

CiTT  Court  of  Brooklyn. 
BURDEN  OF  PROOF. 

EVIDBNOB. 

BUBIAI.  GROUNDS. 

Reuqious  Corporation. 

CASE. 

1.  The  settled  practice  teqilires  that  the  Kmb  of  a  proposed  case  be 
numbered,  and  that  the  amendments  be  proposed  in  detail ;  that  they 

'  be  written  on  the  proposed  case,  or  on  a  separate  paper,  with  a  refer- 
ence specifying  the  line  and  page  of  the  original ;  and  that  before  the 
case  and  amendments  are  submitted  for  settlement,  the  place  or  passage 
where  ameDdments  are  to  be  made  or  inserted  be  distinctly  marked 
on  the  case  submitted ;  and  by  the  rules  of  1868,  Na  M,  the  party 

(   proposing  a  ease  or  exceptions  inust  examine  the  amendmenta  and 
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mark  upon  each  his  asaent  or  objection.  iT.  Y.  Superior  Ct,j  Sp.  T^ 
1869,  Stuart  a.  Binaae,  4  Batw^  616. 
2.  It  is  irregular  to  propose  a  substitute  instead  of  amendments,  or  to 
propose  striking  out  a  large  portion  by  a  single  amendment;  though 
where  a  case  proposed  is  so  grossly  inaccurate  as  to  make  it  necessary, 
the  court  might  grant  leare  to  do  so.    Jb, 

CAUSE  OF  ACTION. 

1.  An  action  can  be  maintained  for  a  breach  of  a  covenant  to  continue 
a  partnership  for  a  fixed  period  unless  sooner  dissolved  in  accordance 
with  the  terms  of  the  covenant.  There  do  not  seem  to  be  any  special 
rules  of  law  applicable  to  covenants  contained  in  partnership  articles, 
ai|d  not  to  other  covenants,  and  in  general  an  action  will  lie  for  a 
breach  of  covenant,  no  matter  in  what  instrument  the  covenant  be 
found.  No  rule  of  law  declares  that  a  breach  of  a  covenant  contained 
in  partnership  articles  shall  be  compensated  only  by  nominal  damages. 
The  measure  of  damages  must  depend  on  the  nature  of  the  obligation,  - 
and  the  extent  of  the  injury,  in  this  as  in  all  other  cases  of  broken 
covenants.     Ct,  of  Appeals^  1653,  Bagley  a.  Smith,  19  Haw.  Pr.y  1. 

2.  Where  the  lease  provided  that  the  lessor  should  pay  the  value  of  the 
lessee's  buildings,  to  be  fixed  by  appraisal ;  and,  by  failure,  to  agree  on 
appraisers,  the  valuation  could  not  be  affected, — Ifeld^  that  the  lessor 
could  maintain  an  action  to  have  his  liability  determined,  and  to  be 
allowed  to  pay  it.  A  court  of  equity  has  jurisdiction  of  such  a  case 
on  the  ground  of  protection  to  recognized  rights  which  cannot  be  pro- 
tected at  law.  JT.  y.  Superior  Ct^  1859,  Reformed  Protestant  Church 
a.  Parkhurst,  4  Boew^  491. 

8.  An  individual  taxpayer  cannot,  by  suit,  impeach  the  validity  of  a  con- 
tract by  the  municipal  corporation.    Eelsey  a.  King,  Ante^  180. 

4.  Whether  tort  is  intended  to  be  waived,  must  now  be  determined  by 
the  facts  set  out  in  the  complaint    Chambers  a.  Lewis,  AnU^  216. 

5.  If^  on  the  employer's  breach  of  his  agreement  to  employ,  the  other 
party  sue  for  the  breach,  and  recover  only  one  instalment  of  wages,  he 
cannot  subsequently  bring  another  action  for' the  same  breach,  and  re- 
cover damages  for  the  whole.  The  fieu^t  that  the  wrong  measure  of 
damages  was  applied  in  the  former  action  does  not  entitle  him  to 
maintain  a  new  one.  If  the  party  submits  his  claim  to  be  passed  on, 
the  decision,  though  erroneous,  is  a  bar,  unless  it  is  reversed  or  cor- 
rected in  the  same  action.  Supreme  Ct,  1860,  Cobum  a.  Wood  worthy 
81  Barb.,  881. 

6.  Under  the  act  of  1847  (576),  an  action  can  be  maintained  for  causing 
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the  death  of  a  married  woman.  The  atatnte,  in  allowing  the  aolioD, 
where  it  might  have  been  maintained  bj  the  party,  if  liviag,  deei  not 
refer  to  the  party,  in  a  technical  senae,  aa  the  one  whcae  Bame  mtut 
be  nsed  npon  the  record.  Supreme  CL,  1859,  Green  a.  Hodaon 
Biver  R.  R.  Co.,  31  Barh^  260 ;  affirming  8.  C^  16  How.  Pr^  268* 

CoRt>ORATioN ;  Creditor's  Aotion;  Elxction  of  RxMXDixa. 

CEBTIORARL 

1.  The  legitimate  office  of  the  common-law  certiorari  ia  to  review  and 
correct  decisions  and  final  determinations,  not  to  divest  the  inferior 
jurisdiction  of  the  right  of  terminating  the  proceedings,  nor  to  with- 
draw from  it  the  question  to  be  tried.    Devlin  a.  Piatt,  Ante^  398. 

2.  The  main  inquiry  on  certiorari  relates  to  the  power  or  jurisdiction  of 
the  inferior  tribunal,  and  the  question  can  only  be  determined  by 
matters  appearing  in  the  record.  CU  of  Appeals^  1860,  People  a. 
Wheeler,  2\N.T.  (7  SmOh),  82. 

Nbw  York  Commoit.Plba^  2, 8. 

CHATTEL  MORTOAGB.       • 

1.  Actual  notice  to  a  judgment-creditor,  of  an  existing  mortgage,  is  not 
equivalent  to  filing.  Supreme  Ct^  1858,  Stevens  a.  Buffalo,  and  New 
Tork  City  Railroad  Co.,  31  £arb^  590. 

2.  That  rolling  stock  of  a  railroad  company  is  personal  property,  and  a 
mortgage  thereof  must  be  filed  aa  a  chattel  mortgage.  Stevens  a. 
Buffalo  and  New  Tork  Raiboad  Co.,  31  Barb^  590;  S.  P^  BeanUey 
a.  Ontario  Bank,  Ib^  619. 

CITY  COURT  OP  BROOKLYN. 

« 

/I  eeemtj  that  the  City  Court  of  Brooklyn  is  a  court  of  special  and 
limited  jurisdiction  (ZaiMqf  1849,  171,  §  10;  Ih^  1850,  149,  g  5), 
and  ia  therefore  incompetent  to  sit  in  the  city  of  New  York ;  and  has 
no  power  to  confer  on  a  referee  the  power  to  try  a  cause  out  of  ita  own 
jurisdiction.    Bonner  a.  McPhail,  31  Barb^  106. 

Api^kAL,  3,  4. 

CLOUD  ON  TITLE. 

A  grantor  wfae4ias  no  longer  any  interest  in  the  land,  cannot  maintain 
an  action  lo  veaove  an  apparent  lien  thereon,  aa  being  a  dead  on  the 
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tide,  on  the  ground  that  he  agreed  with  hit  grantee  that  he  would 
procure  the  lien  to  be  discharged.    Townsend  a.  Gk>elet,  Anie^  187. 

Complaint,  13. 

COMMISSION. 

The  court  have  no  power  to  order  the  original  instrument  belonging  to 
the  plaintiff^  and  on  which  his  action  is  brought,  to  be  annexed  to  a 
commission  to  take  testimony  in  another  State,  issued  at  the  instance 
of  the  defendants,  although  they  provide  for  first  taking  a  photogmph 
of  the  instrument  at  defendant's  expense.  Supreme  CU  (1860  f),  Butler 
a.  Lee,  19  How,  Pr^  883. 

COMMISSIONERS. 
CoMFBNajLnoir* 

COMMISSIONERS  OF  THE  LAND  OFFICE. 

The  power  of  the  commissioners  of  the  land  office  in  reference  to  bringing 
suits,  discussed.  People  a.  Mayor,  Ac,  of  New  York,  19  How.  Pr^ 
289. 

COMMITMENT. 

1.  A  commitment  for  vagrancy  should  state  that  the  person  is  a  vagrant; 
but  need  not  state  all  the  particulars  necessary  to  nikke  out  the  offence. 
Gray's  Case,  Ante^  56. 

2.  A  commitment  issued  by  a  coroner  against  a  person  charged  with 
murder,  is  not  void  for  the  omission  of  the  allegation  that  he  caused 
the  death  **  feloniously,''  if  it  is  such  that  the  &ct  that  he  caused  the 
death  feloniously  may  be  collected  on  its  faocb    Matter  of  Collins, 

Habxab  Corpus  ;  Tazbs,  8. 

COMMON  PLEAS. 
Nkw  Tore  Commoh  Pueab. 

COMPENSATION  (for  Private  Propxrtt  taksk  it>R  Pdbuo  Usb). 
1.  The  provision  of  the  Constitution  {Qonet.  of  1846,  avt  1,  §  7),- 


claring  that  compensation  for  private  property  taken  for  public  use 
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**  shall  be  ascertained  by  a  jarj  of  not  less  Uian  three  oommiBsionera,''— 
means  that  compensation  is  to  be  ascertained  bj  the  meetings  investi- 
gation, and  conference  of  all'the  commissioners,  and  by  the  report  of 
a  majority,  in  case  all  cannot  agree ;  and  hence  a  report  signed  by  two 
of  the  three  commissioners,  the  other  dissenting,  is  sufficient  Matter 
of  Fourth  Avenue,  AnU^  189. 
2.  The  appropriation  of  land  to  public  use  as  a  street,  confers  a  public 
right  to  use  the  same  for  the  construction  of  a  sewer  in  the  middle  of 
the  street,  and  the  owner  is  not  entitled  to  additional  compensation  for 
the  Utter  use.    Kelsey  a.  Bang,  Ante^  180. 

COMPLAINT. 

1.  The  complaint  on  a  guaranty  of  a  lease,  alleged  ^t  the  lease  having 
been  made  and  concluded,  defendants  afterwards  covenanted.  Jleid, 
after  judgment,  that  this  language  was  not  conclusive  on  the  question 
whether  the  guaranty  was  not  executed  simultaneously  with  the  lease. 
i\r.  Y,  Superior  Ct^  1859,  McKensie  a.  Farrell,  4  Bosw.^  192. 

2.  In  an  action  where  the  setting  aside  of  a  release  or  account-stated  is 
necessary  to  reach  the  relief  sought,  it  is-  proper  that  the  oompluot 
should,  after  stating  the  original  cause  of  action,  set  forth  such  de- 
fence, which  it  is  anticipated  defendant  will  interpose,  with  state- 
ments which  avoid  the  defence.  [17  N.  Y.,  270.]  iT.  Y,  Superwr 
Ct^  1859,  Wade  a.  Rusher,  4  ^on0.,%d7. 

3.  The  objection  that  a  plaintiflf  suing  as  receiver  of  a  corporation  does 
not  show  that  his  appointment  was  founded  on  a  petition,  does  not 
apply  where  the  receiver  was  appointed  on  consent  of  the  corporation, 
in  an  action  brought  under  section  40  of  2  Revised  Statutes,  463. 
Tuckerman  a.  Brown,  AnU^  889. 

4.  The  complaint  in  an  action  brought  by  a  bank  in  the  name  of  the 
president  did  not  contain  any  allegation  to  show  that  the  bill  had  been 
negotiated  to  the  plaintiff's  bank,  though  the  plaintiff  named  himself 
as  president  of  the  association.  Htld^  that  the  intention  to  enforce  a 
claim  in  favor  of  the  bank  was  plain,  and  leave  to  amend  on  payment 
of  costs  was  proper.  Ct.  of  Appeals^  1860,  Van  Duzer  a.  Howe,  21 
IT.  Y.  (7  Smith),  531. 

5.  In  a  complaint  against  an  indorser,  an  allegation  that  the  note  was 
duly  presented  and  payment  demanded,  but  it  was  not  paid,  and  doe 
notice  of  non-payment  was  given,  &c,  is  insufficient  on  demunter. 
Paquioque  Bank  a.  Martin,  Ante,  291. 

6.  The  only  cases  in  which  it  is  necessary,  in  order  to  sustain  an  action 
for  defamation,  to  allege  the  manner  in  which  the  publication  has 
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injured  the  plaintiff,  are  cases  where  it  is  of  such  a  character  that  the 
court  cannot  see  that  its  tendency  and  effect  would  be  to  defame  or 
d^ade  the  plaintiff,  or  to  render  him  odious  or  contemptible.  [2  Den^ 
299.]     Supreme  Ct^  1860,  Perkins  a.  Mitchell,  81  Barh.^  461. 

7.  In  an  action  for  fraudulent  representationa  of  the  value  of  stock, 
whereby  the  plaintiff  was  induced  to  purchase  it^  although  the  com- 
plaint does  not  allege,  in  terms,  that  the  defendant's  representations 
were  read  by,  or  came  to  the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff,  yet  if  it  alleges 
that  she  was  induced  by  these  representations  to  purchase  the  stock  of 
the  company,  and  in  exchange  for  them  to  convey  lands,  it  is  sufiS- 
cient.  This  involves  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant's  statements  by 
the  plaintiff,  and  connects  her  contract  and  subsequent  loss  with  those 
BtatementB  as  cause  and  effect.  So  held^  on  demurrer.  Supreme  Ct^ 
1860,  Newbery  a.  Garland,  31  Barb^  121. 

8.  In  an  action  to  charge  the  officers  of  a  corporation  with  damages  for 
making  and  publishing  false  representations  as  to  the  condition  of  the 
corporation,  whereby  plaintiff  was  induced  to  purchase  stock,  a  gen- 
eral averment  that  they  did  so  ''  with  intent  to  deceive  and  defraud 
those  who  might  become  purchasers  and  owners  of  the  stock; — ^ 
Held,  sufficient  on  demurrer.  Supreme  Ct^  1859,  Morse  a.  Swits,  19 
How.  Pr.,  275. 

9.  The  complaint  alleged  the  recovery  of  a  judgment  against  B.  for  a 
sum  named,  and  after  stating  facts  showing  the  sheriff's  liability  for 
the  escape  of  B.,  proceeded  thus :  ^  Wherefore  the  plaintiffs  aver  that 
said  defendant,  as  such  sheriff^  became  indebted  to  the  said  plaintiffs  in 
the  said  sum  of,  dbc,  for  the  recovery  of  which  this  action  is  brought,** 
and  demanded  judgment  for  that  sum.  Held^  a  clear  indication  that 
the  plaintifb  sued  under  2  Revised  Statutes,  437,* §  63,  for  the  amount 
of  the  debt  N.  T.  Superior  JJt^  Sp.  T^  1869,  McCreery  a.  Willett, 
4  Botw^  643. 

10.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  injuries  to  person  or  property, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  in  the  complaint  that  the  acts  complained  of 
did  not  occur  through  the  negligence  or  carelessness  of  the  plaintiff. 
The  same  rule  applies  to  actions  against  a  city  or  county^  under  the 
act  of  1855,  to  recover  for  injuries  done  by  a  mob.  Wolfe  a.  The 
Supervisors  of  Richmond,  Ante^  270. 

11.  Ill  order  to  sue  a  stockholder  of  an  incorporated  company,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  aver  that  the  corporation  was  insolvent,  except  in  those 
cases  in  which  the  charter  places  the  liability  subject  to  the  existence 
of  Mch  insolvency,  or  requires  the  creditor  to  exhaust  his  remedy 
against  the  corporation  before  proceeding  against  the  stockholders ;  in 
other  cases,  when  a  debt  is  not  paid  at  maturity,  the  creditor  may  pro- 
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ceed  to  collect  his  claim  either  from  the  corporation,  or  those  who  bj 
their  charter  are  made  responsible  for  the  debts  withont  any  limita- 
tion.    Supreme  Ct^  1859,  Perkins  a.  Chnrch,  31  Barb^  84. 

12.  That  the  complaint  in  an  action  by  the  receiver  of  a  mutaal  insurance 
company  on  a  premium  note  must  show  the  liabilities  of  the  company. 
Thomas  a.  Whollon,  ^  Barb^  172. 

13.  In  the  case  of  a  mortgage  npon  real  estate,  the  necessity  of  coming 
into  a  court  of  equity  to  have  the  instrument  surrendered  and  can- 
celled upon  the  record,  is  sufficiently  apparent  without  showing  any 
reason,  other  than  the  &ct  that  the  mortgage  has  been  executed  and 
delivered,  and  placed  upon  record,  if  it  is  void  for  any  cause  not  ap- 
parent upon  its  face.  The  statute  authorizes  such  a  proceeding  with- 
out any  qualification,  and  no  court  can  fail  to  see  that  a  sucoessfoi 
defence  to  an  action  at  law  to  recover  the  debt,  would  atill  leave  the 
mortgage  upon  the  record  an  apparent  incumbrance.  [16  N.  Y., 
519  ;  5  Yes.,  604,  609  ;  1  lb.,  3.]  Supreme  Ct^  1800,  WiUiams  a. 
Ayrault,  81  Barb^  864. 

14.  Hence,  in  an  action  to  remove  such  a  cloud,  it  is  sufficient  for  the 
.  plaintiff  to  set  out  in  his  complaint,  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the 
'  mortgage  upon  his  real  estate  in  pursuance  of  an  usurious  agreement! 

and  that  the  same  was  duly  recorded,  without  any  reference  to  the 
question  of  a  defence  at  law.    Jh. 

15.  A  complaint  in  an  action  to  remove  a  cloud  on  title  should  not  be 
dismiseed  at  the  trial  on  the  mere  ground  that  it  does  not  in  tenns 
Allege  that  plaintiff  has  title,  and  that  the  instrument  he  eeeks  to  can- 
cel is  a  cloud,  if  on  a  fair  construction  of  the  pleading,  the  frets  are 
distinctly  shown.    Jb, 

16.  A  complaint  in  an  action  for  separation  from  bed  and  board,  which 
does  not  specify  particularly  the  nature  and  cireumiltances  of  the  com- 
plaint relied  on,  and  set  forth  times  and  places  with  reaaonaUe  cer- 
tainty, is  bad  on  demurrer.    Anonymous,  Ante^  231. 

17.  Form  of  a  complaint  in  a  creditor's  action  by  numerous  plaintifis  to  set 
afflde  eeveral  distinct  judgments,  suffered  in  favor  of,  and  transfers  made 
to,  numerous  defendants,  held  sufficient  on  demurrer.  Morton  a.  Weil, 
AnU,  421. 

18.  Form  of  a  complaint  against  directors  of  a  corporation  for  frauduient 
representations  as  to  the  capital  and  condition  of  the  company,  held 
sv^cient  on  demurrer.    Harper  a.  Chamberlain,  AnUj  234. 

19.  Facts  occurring  after  suit  brought  cannot,  under  any  circumstances^ 
be  incorporated  into  a  complaint  by  way  of  amendment,  nor  can  they 
be  brought  before  the  court  by  supplemental  complaint,  when  the 
Oiriginal  complaint  states  no  cause  of  action.    No  party  can  recover  in 
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BB  action  which  was  commenced  when  the  cause  of  action  had  not 
aceraed.  i\r.  F.  Superior  Ct^  Sp.  T^  1859,  McOullough  a.  Golbj,  4 
Botw^  603, 

AuHDiixHT,  4,  5,  7  ;  Pleadino,  6. 

CONFESSION  OF  JUDGMENT.   * 

1.  A  statement  for  judgment  by  confession,  that  (he  indebtedness  arose 
on  a  promissory  note  of  specified  date  and  amount,  which  note  was 
given  to  parties  named,  for  goods  (heretofore  bought  by  defendant, 
which  note  was  indorsed  by  the  debtor,  and  came  into  the  hands  of 
the  plaintiff  for  a  raluable  consideration — is  insufficient  Claflin  a. 
Sanger,  AnXe^  838. 

2.  There  is  no  distinction,  in  respect  to  the  particularify  of  statement  re- 
quired, between  the  case  of  a  confession  of  judgment  to  the  original 
creditor,  and  that  of  a  confession  to  a  sul»eq\ient  owner  of  the  de- 
mand,   lb. 

8.  A  statement  for  judgment  by  confession,  referring  to  a  schedule 
annexed. 

Bdd^  insufficient,  for  not  showing  the  necessary  fiicts.    Haman  a. 
Eeinhart,  AnU^  132. 

JimomHT,  11. 

CONSTTTDTIONAL  LAW. 

An  admismon  of  attorneys  is  not  appointment  to  office  within  the  mean* 
ing  of  the  Constitution.    Matter  pi  the  Graduates,  AnU.^  30 L 

CoRPo&ATiov,  1 ;  CouNTT,  1 ;  Municipal  CoRPORAnoN,  6 ;  Supbems 

COUBT. 

CONSraUCTION. 

1.  Though,  in  general,  words  of  reference  relate  to  the  last  antecedent ; 
when  the  sense  of  the  writer  shows  that  a  subject  placed  earliw  in  the 
sentence  is  the  one  intended  to  be  referred  to^  that  eonstruction  will 
be  adopted.  CU  of  AppetUa,  18ea,  Judd  a.  O'Brien,  21  iV.  T.  (7 
Smith),  186. 

2.  An  assignment  by  an  insolvent  debtor  of  his  property  to  trtistees  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors,  will  not  be  construed  as  authorizing  them  to 
sell  the  property  upon  credit,  when  its  language  is  consistent  with  a 
different  interpretation,  which  makes  it  legal  and  valid.  [1  Kern.,  302.] 
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oomuL. 

Ct,  ofAppeaU,  Wilson  a.  RobertBon,  21  N.  T.  (7  SmUh),  587 ;  S.  G^ 
19  ffow.  Pr^  850. 

CONSUL. 

That  a  consul  is  not  required  to  answer  in  chief  in  order  to  procure  the 
benefit  of  his  exemption  from  suit  in  a  State  court.  Taaks  a. 
Schmidt,  19  How.  Fr.,  413. 

• 

(X)NTEMPT. 

1.  Where  an  order  is  made  directing  a  party  to  deliver  property  to  a 
receiver,  an  attachment  for  contempt  will  not  issue  because  he  refuses 
to  do  so  on  demand  made  by  the  plaintiff^  his  attorney,  or  the  referee 
appointed  to  see  that  the  delivery  is  made  in  the  absence  of  the  re- 
ceiver. The  demand,  in  such  case,  must  be  made  by  the  receiver 
personally.  Hf.  Y,  Superior  Cu^  1860,  Panton  a.  Zebley,  19  Row, 
Pr^  394. 

2.  In  an  action  to  restrain  the  infringement  of  a  trade-mark,  one  of  the 
plaintiff,  when  oflfered  as  a  witness  on  their  own  behalf,  as  to  the  issue 
on  the  question  of  damages  sustained  by  them  by  the  infringement, 
refused  to  answer  as  to  the  materials  with  which  his  compound,  which 
he  sought  to  protect  by  the  trade*mark,  was  prepared. 

Held^  that  his  claim  for  damages  was  properly  stricken  out  as  a 
penalty  for  contempt  in  refusing  to  answer,  he  not  offering  other  testi- 
mony in  support  of  it    Burnett  a.  Phalon,  AnU^  17. 
8.  The  proper  practice  on  objecting  to  sndi  interrogatories.    76. 

Limitations,  1 ;  Taxis,  1. 

CONVERSION. 

Where  property  comes  lawfully  into  the  defendant's  possession,  to  entitle 
the  plaintiff  to  recover  its  value,  it  is  necessary  for  him  to  show  affirm- 
atively a  demand  of  it  before  suit  brought  and  a  refusal  to  deliver,  or 
that  the  defendant  had  so  disposed  of  the  property,  that  it  was  not  in 
his  power  to  deliver  it  [Qra.  Pr.,  89 ;  1  Johns.  Gas.,  406  ;  6  Johns., 
44 ;  8  Blackst  Com.,  162.]  But  a  demand  and  refusal  even  is  no 
evidence  where  it  is  apparent  the  defendant  has  made  no  conversion. 
[Bnller's  N.  P.,  44.]  N.  Y.  Com.  PI.,  1859«  Powen  a.  Banford,  19 
Sow.  Pr.^  809. 


I 
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CORONER. 

1.  It  IB  not  Deceisary  that  a  coroner,  on  holdiag  an  inqnisHion  on  the 
body  of  a  person  dead  or  wounded,  should  take  the  testiroonj  of  the 
witnettes  in  the  presence  of  the  accused.   Matter  of  Collins,  AnU,  406. 

2.  The  accused,  when  brought  before  the  ccvoner  upon  his  process  issued 
after  an  inquisition,  has  no  right  to  require  the  examination  of  wit- 
nesses to  establish  his  guilt  or  innocence.  The  process  for  the  appre- 
hension of  the  accused  when  not  in  custodj,  and  the  mittimus  for 
sending  him  to  prison,  are  based  solely  upon  the  inquisition.  The 
coroner  has  no  power  to  take  testimony  to  establish  the  innocence  of 
the  prisoner,  and  then  discharge  him  contrary  to  the  finding  of  the 
jury.    Jb. 

CORPORATION. 

1.  A  corporation  cannot  make  a  valid  agreement  with  one  who  delivers 
to  them  securities  to  form  a  part  of  their  original  capital,  and  going  to 
make  up  the  amount  of  such  capital  required  by  law,  that  they  will 
subsequently  surrender  the  same  for  a  less  security,  which  will  not 
meet  the  requirements  of  the  law.  Such  an  agreement  is  a  fraud  upon 
the  law.    Tuckerman  a.  Brown,  Antej  889. 

2.  The  surrender  and  cancelling  of  such  a  security,  in  purBuance  of  the 
agreement,  does  not  release  the  liability  of  the  one  who  gave  it  to  the 
corporation.  To  allow  it  to  have  effect  would  be  to  sanction  a  with- 
drawal  of  capital,  contrary  to  section  1,  of  art  1,  tit.  2,  chap.  18,  part 
1,  of  the  Revised  Statutes    76. 

3.  A  corporation  cannot  become  sureties,  either  as  accommodation  in- 
dorscrs,  or  in  any  other  form  [26  Barb.,  668;  8  Kern.,  809],  unless 
the  note  indorsed  by  them  has  been  discounted  in  good  faith,  in  conse- 
quence of  representations  made  by  its  proper  officers,  or  has  passed  into 
the  hands  of  a  hona-fide  holder  without  notice,  who  has  paid  valuable 
consideration  for  it.  Supreme  Ct^  1859,  Bridgeport  City  Bank  a. 
Empire  Stone-Dressing  Co.,  19  How.  Pr.,  51. 

4.  If  Uie  evidence  is  conflicting  on  these  questions,  the  case  must  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury.    75. 

5.  Under  2  Rev.  Stat,  463,  §  36, — ^providing  that  *^  whenever  a  judgment 
at  law,  or  a  decree  in  equity,  shall  be  obtained  against  any  earporaiiony 
incorporated  under  the  laws  of  this  State,  and  an  execution  issued 
thereon  shall  have  been  returned  unsatisfied,  in  part  or  in  whole,  upon 
the  petition  of  the  person  obtaining  such  judgment  or  decree,  or  hia 
representatives,  the  Supreme  Court  may  sequestrate  the  stock,  prop- 
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ertj,  thiDgs  in  action,  and  effects  of  such  corporation,  and  maj  appoint 
a  receiver  of  the  same  f — ^the  power  of  the  receiver  is  not  confined 
merely  to  the  payment  of  the  plaintiff's  judgment ;  but  he  is  author- 
ised to  proceed  and  act  for  all  the  etediton;  but  the  court  have  the 
power,  on  payment  of  the  plaintiff's  elaim  and  costs,  and  in  the  abeenos 
of  any  evidence  to  ehow  that  any  other  creditor  has  sought  to  avail 
himself  of  the  benedte  of  the  action,  to  order  it  to  be  discontiniied,  and 
the  receiver  to  be  discharged*  Supreme  Ct^  Sp.  T^  1861),  Angeli  a. 
Salisbuiy,  10  How.  Pr^  48. 
d.  The  Dsct  that  the  receiver  has  not  given  snffieient  security  it  not 
ground  for  dissolving  an  injunction  in  such  proceedings.    /5. 

7.  Directors  of  a  corporation,  who  issue  unauthorised  certificates  of  stock, 
are  not  liable  directly  to  oltimate  purchasers  of  the  stock,  who  made 
no  contract  with  them,  and  did  not  act  on  their  representations.  S^aer 
a.  Mali,  Ante^  129;  compare  Morse  a.  SWits,  19  H(no.  Pr^  275; 
Newbery  a.  Garland,  31  Barh,^  121, 

8.  The  directors  of  .a  oprporatioa  have  no  power  to  sell  the  entire  mova- 
ble property  of  the  cinrporation,  where  this  prevents  the  oontinuaiioe 
of  their  business;  and  such  a  sale  made  by  them,  is  void  aa  against 
such  atockholders  as  do  not  assent  Abbot  a.  Hard  Bubber  Company, 
Jjife,  204. 

9.  Of  the  right  of  a  sequestrator  of  a  corporation,  not  bemg  appointed 
nceiver,  to  sneu    Brinton  a.  Wood,  19  Hew.  Pr,^  162. 

10.  Of  the  liability  of  the  trustees  of  a  manufisotnring  corporation  on  their 
omission  to  make  annual  report.  Boughton  a.  Otis,  21  H.  F.  (7 
Smi^),  261. 

11.  The  creditors  of  a  dissolved  insolvent  corporation  have  an  equitable 
lien  upon  its  assets,  in  the  hands  of  another,  for  the  payment  of  their 
debts.  Supreme  Ct^  1860,  Tinkham  a.  Borat,  81  Bearh^  407;  re- 
versing S.  C,  15  Hew,  Pr.y  204. 

• 

GoHPLAiKT,  7,  8, 11, 12 ;  HioHWATs,  3 ;  Iksuranoi  Companues;  Bail- 
road  GOMPANIKS. 

COSTS. 

1.  In  an  action  on  a  note,  brought  against  both  maker  and  indoraer,  the 
maker  put  in  a  demurrer,  and  plaintiff  had  judgment  for  its  frivolous- 
ness,  severing  the  action,  and  proceeding  against  the  indorser,  who 
answered,  and  the  plaintiff  had  judgment  against  him  also. 

Heldy  1.  That  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  only  one  bill  of  costs  upon 
the  entry  of  the  judgment  Such  a  case  is  the  case  of  several  aottons 
on  one  instrument  within  tiie  mfeaaing  of  section  S04  of  the  Code, 
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although  the  sereranoe  was  caused  by  the  act  of  the  defbndants.  The 
provi^on  in  that  section,  that  only  one  '*  bill  of  costs  shall  be  allowed," 
means  shall  be  recovered — not  merely  that  only  one  shall  be  collected, 
as  under  the  Revised  Statutes. 

2.  That  on  appeals  from  such  judgments,  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
full  costs  of  both  appeals,  for  the  appeal  is  in  the  nature  of  a  new  ac- 
tion. [5  Paige,  5^0.]  Buffalo  Superior  Ct^  YrtSA  a.  Allen,  19  How. 
Pr^  460. 

3.  When,  in  granting  an  order  dismissing  the  complaint  for  -plaintiff's 
neglect  to  proceed,  leave  is  reserved  to  him  to  bring  the  cause  to  trial 
on  payment  of  costs,  the  costs  should  include  all  the  oosts  to  which 
defendant  is  entitled  up  to  that  time.    Bowles  a.  Van  Horae,  Anttt  8^* 

S.  The  cause  went  over  the  tenn  on  defendant's  motion,  and  he  wias 
ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  that  term  to  be  adjusted. 

Heldy  that  the  clerk  was  right  in  including  tlO  fer  costs  subsequent 
to  notice  of  trial  and  before  trial.  N.  T.  Superior  Ci.^  Shanks  a.  Rae^ 
19  How.  Pr^  640. 

4.  Where  the  plaintiff  obtains  judgment  under  section  247  of  the  Code, 
upon  a  frivolous  pleading  of  the  defendant,  he  recovers  costs  as  upon  a 
trial.  Such  a  judgment  involves  a  judicial  examination  of  the  issues 
of  law  within  section  262.  Buffalo  Superior  Ct.^  1858,  Pratt  a,  Allen, 
19  How.  Pr.,  460. 

5.  Where  an  action  is  commenced  in  a  justice's  court,  and  on  a  plea  of 
title  interposed  by  the  defendant  is  discontinued,  and  an  action  for  the 
same  cause  commenced  in  the  Supreme  Court,  and  the  plaintiff  obtains 
a  verdict  upon  one  cause  of  action,  against  one  defendant  only,  re- 
covering less  than  $50,  and  fails  against  both  defendants  as  to  the 
other  cause  of  action,  the  plaintiff  must  be  allowed  costs  [Code,  §  61] 
against  both  defendants,  where  there  is  no  certificate  of  the  court  that 
title  to  real  property  came  in  question  on  the  trial.  [Code,  §  61.] 
Supreme  Cf.,  Sp.  7,  1860,  Blake  a.  James,  19  How.  Pr.^  321. 

6.  The  defence  of  license  to  do  an  act  upon  land  does  not  involve  a  ques- 
tion of  title  within  the  sense  of  the  provisions  respecting  costs.  [3 
Johns.,  460;  18  Wend.,  649;]  Though  it  seems  that  it  is  otherwise 
where  an  easement  is  claimed.  Ct.  ofAppealSy  1860,  Rathbone  a. 
McConnell,  21  H.  T.  (Y  Smith),  466. 

?.  An  answer  construed  to  set  up  only  a  license,  and  not  a  grant  of  an 

easement,  within  this  rule. .  lb, 
8.  If  a  wife  who  is  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  divorce  disoonthittes  it»  or  is 

defeated  in  it,  and  judgment  is  rendered  against  her,  her  husband  is 

not  liable  for  costs  incurred  by  her  therein.    Phillips  a.  Simfmons, 

Ante^  287. 
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9.  Where  executon  or  administrators  are  substituted  for  a  deceased  de- 
fendant in  a  pending  action,  they  are  not  entitled  to  presentation  of 
the  demand,  under  the  provisions  of  2  Revised  Statutes,  88-90, — 
relating  to  referring  claims  against  estates  of  deceased  persons ;  and 
section  41  of  that  statute  does  not  prevent  plaintiff  from  recovering 
costs  against  them,  if  he  continues  the  action  and  recovers  judgment 
Tindal  a.  Jones,  Ante^  258. 

10.  Special  application  to  the  court  for  leave  to  enter  judgment  in  such 
case  is  not  necessary.    Ih, 

11.  A  receiver  in  supplementary  proceedings,  being  authorized  (Laws  qf 
1845,  91,  ch.  112)  to  sue  on  demands  held  by  him  as  such,  is  within 
section  317  of  the  Code,  and  is  not  liable  for  costs,  unless  the  court  so 
order.    JV.  F.  Superior  Ct^  1859,  Marsh  a.  Hussey,  4  Boiw^  614, 

12.  In  what  case  a  third  party  examined  in  supplementary  proceedings 
is  entitled  to  costs.    Anonymous,  Ante^  108, 

13.  In  taxing  costs  in  a  cause,  the  prevailing  party  is  entitled  to  include 
his  disbursements  for  fees  of  the  commissioner,  by  whom  testimony 
was  taken  under  a  commission.    Dunham  a.  Sherman,  Ante,  152. 

14.  He  is  not  entitled  to  include  witness-fees,  other  than  according  to  the 
rate  prescribed  by  our  statute,  except  on  showing  that  the  fees  of  wit- 
nesses, in  the  country  where  the  commission  was  taken,  were  regulated 
by  law,  and  attendance  could  not  be  compelled  without  payment  ac- 
cordingly,   lb, 

15.  He  is  not  entitled  to  indude  the  changes  of  a  solicitor  employed 
abroad.    Ih. 

Amxndmsnt,  9-11 ;  Attobnbt,  1-4 ;  Taxation. 

COUNTERrCLAIM. 

1.  A  counter-claim,  when  established,  must  in  some  way  qualify,  or  must 
defeat,  the  judgment  to  which  a  plaintiff  is  otherwise  entitled.  In  a 
foreclosure  suit,  a  defendant  who  is  personally  liable  for  the  debt,  or 
whose  land  is  bounded  by  the  lien,  may  probably  introduce  an  offset 
to  reduce  or  extinguish  the  claim.  But  where  his  personal  liability  is  not 
in  question,  and  where  he  disclaims  all  interest  in  the  mortgaged 
premises,  he  cannot  demand  a  judgment  against  the  plaintiff  on  a  note^ 
a  bond,  or  a  covenant.  Ci,  of  Appeals,  1860,  National  Fire  Insurance 
Co.  a.  McKay,  21  If.  F.  (7  Smith),  191. 

2.  A  counter-claim  must  have  belonged  to  defendant  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action.    Chambers  a.  Lewis,  Ante,  216. 

3.  When  the  complaint  is  for  a  conversion,  a  demand  against  the  plaintiff 
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on  a  cause  of  action  not  connected  with  the  same  transaction,  cannot 
be  set  up  as  a  counter-claiin.  The  fact  that  the  summons  in  the  ac- 
tion is  in  a  form  suited  to  an  action  on  contract,  instead  of  an  action 
for  a  wrong,  does  not  qualify  the  nature  of  the  action.    lb. 

4.  In  an  action  to  recover  possession  of  personal  property  delivered  to 
defendant  under  a  contract,  demandant  may  set  up,  as  a  counter-claim, 
a  lien  arising  in  his  favor  by  virtue  of  the  sapae  contract.  There  is 
no  reason  why,  in  an  action  for  the  possession  of  personal  property, 
all  the  claims  of  either  party  agaiust  the  other,  arising  out  of  the 
transaction  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  may  not  be  determined,  as 
well  as  in  an  action  technically  on  contract  Brown  a.  Buckingham, 
Ante,  387. 

5.  But  it  is  not  enough  to  aver  that  the  allied  coanter-claim  arose  out 
of  the  transaction  set  forth  in  the  complaint.  .  The  facts  which  show 
this  to  be  so  must  be  averred.     So  held,  on  demurrer.    lb, 

6.  In  an  action  to  recover  possession  of  a  pension  certificate  issued  to  the 
plaintiff^  it  is  no  defence,  either  legal  or  equitable,  that  the  plaintiff 
left  such  certificate  with  the  defendants  as  security  for  goods  thereafter 
sold  and  delivered  by  them  to  him,  relying  on  such  security,  and  that 
there  is  a  balance  due  to  them  for  such  goods.  Such  facts  do  not 
create  a  lien  in  defendant's  favor  upon  the  certificate,  nor  conistitnte  a 
right  to  any  relief  in  the  action,  and  therefore  do  not  constitute  a  de- 
fence or  a  counter-claim  as  defined  by  the  Code.  i^.  Y,  Superior 
a.,  Sp.  71,  1859,  Moffiitt  a.  Van  Doren,  4  ^onir.,  609. 

V.  A  demand  for  conversion  of  personal  property  cannot  be  made  a 
countei^claim  in  an  action  for  rent  [4  E.  D.  Smith,  84.]  U".  T.  Su- 
perior  Ct^  1859,  McEensie  a.  Farrell,  4  Boew.^  192. 

RSPLT,  1. 

COUNTY. 

1.  The  object  of  the  provision  of  art.  10,  §  1,  of  the  Constitution, — that 
the  county  shall  not  be  answerable  for  acts  of  the  sheriff, — is  merely, 
that  for  any  thing  done  by  the  sheriff  in  the  discharge  of  his  official 
duties,  the  county  shall  not  be  liable;  and  the  act  of  1855,  which 
makes  counties  liable  for  injuries  committed  by  a  mob,  is  not  repug- 
nant to  the  Constitution.  Wolfe  a.  Supervisors  of  Richmond,  Ante, 
210. 

2.  The  liability  imposed  by  that  act  is  irrespective  of  any  inability  or 
neglect  on  the  part  of  the  sheriff.    lb. 
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COURT. 

Where  any  power  is  conferred  upon  a  oourt  of  jnitice  to  be  exercised  by 
it  as  a  court,  in  the  manner  and  with  the  formaiities  used  in  its 
ordinary  proceedings,  the  action  of  the  couit  may  be  regarded  as 
judicial^  irrespective  of  the  original  nature  of  the  power.  Matter  of 
the  Graduates,  AnU^  301. 

OOURT  OF  SESSIONS. 

1.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  of  Sessions  to  send  to  the  Oyer  and  Termi- 
ner all  indictments  for  offences  which  they  cannot  try ;  and  they  haye 
power  to  send  to  that  court  any  case  which  they  can  try,  if  they  deem 
expedient    People  a.  Shepard,  AtUe^  59. 

2.  Two  justices  cannot  legally  hold  a  Court  of  Special  Sessions  in  the 
dtf  of  New  York.    Three  ans  necessary.    Divine's  Case,  AnU^  00. 

CREDITOR'S  ACTION. 

1.  A  creditor  by  attachment,  but  before  judgment,  cannot  maintain  a 
creditor's  action.  The  provision  of  section  21Q  of  the  Code,  allowing 
an  injunction  when  it  is  made  to  appear  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
the  relief,  and  some  part  of  the  relief  consists  in  restraining  an  act 
which,  during  <)ie  litigation,  would  injure  plaintiff,— does  not  authoiiaa 
an  injunction  to  set  aside  a  fraudulent  lien  upon  property  of  the  defend- 
ant, against  which  the  plaintiff  has  obtained  an  attsohment  Brooks 
o.  Stone,  AnUy  220. 

2.  The  provision  of  the  same  section,  that  when  the  defendant,  pending 
the  action,  docs  an  act  in  violation  of  plaintiff's  rights,  respecting  the 
subject  of  the  action,  he  may  be  restrained  by  injunction,— does  not 
apply  to  such  a  case.  The  property  attached  cannot  be  deemed  the 
subject  of  the  action.    Ih, 

3.  The  creditor's  remedy  in  the  courts  of  equity  in  this  State  to  enforce  a 
judgment  against  equitable  property  or  interests,  can  only  be  resorted 
to  after  the  remedy  at  law  upon  the  judgment  is  duly  exhausted  by  the 
return  of  an  execution  thereon  unsatisfied.  [2  Johna^  144,  283 ;  4 
lb.,  671 ;  3  Barb.  Ch.,  46  ;  8  Barb.,  693  ;  3  Kern.,  161.]  Such  judg- 
ment must  be  recovered  in  this  State ;  and  this  is  so,  even  where  a 
judgment  recovered  here  would  not  be  a  lien  on  tffe  property  sought  to 
be  reached.  Supreme  Ct^  1860,  McCartney  a.  Bestwick,  31  Barh*^ 
390. 
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ORlMINAIi  LAW. 


4.  A  judgment  recovered  in  a  foreign  State  is  not  enough,    lb. 

5.  Although  an  execution  has  heen  returned  at  the  direct  inatigation  of 
the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney,  jet  if  the  action  be  to  set  aside  a  fraudu- 
lent assignment,  and  is  not  ooromenoed  until  after  or  on  the  actual  re- 
turn-day, the  action  can  be  sustained.  So  held^  where  at  the  time  of 
the  delivering  of  the  execution,  and  through  tiie  whole  period  of  sixty 
days,  the  assignor  (tiie  debtor)  and  the  assignee  were  under  an  injunc- 
tion, prohibiting  their  application  of  any  property  to  the  payment  of 
the  creditor's  demands.  N  T,  Superior  Ct.j  1859,  Forbes  a.  Logan, 
4  Sosto.^  476. 

6.  The  service  of  the  summona  and  injunction  in  the  creditor's  suit,  not 
the  granting  of  the  injunction,  is  the  commencement  of  that  suit  with- 
in the  rule  that  a  creditor's  action  cannot  be  brought  before  the  expi- 
ration of  sixty  days  from  the  issue  of  execution.    Jb, 

7.  Where  the  plaintiffs  who  are  judgment-creditors,  seek  to  obtain  the 
debtor's  property  from  persons  to  whom  it  was  fraudulently  passed 
away,  they  may  unite  such  persons  in  one  action,  although  such  per- 
sons received  the  property  in  separate  and  distinct  parcels.  Morton 
a.  Weil,  AnU,  421  (S.  P.,  JV.  F.  Superior  Ct.,  1859,  Wade  a.  Rusher, 
4  Boew^  537.) 

8.  In  such  case  the  cause  of  action  is  the  same,  viz.,  the  fraudulent  dis- 
position of  the  debtor's  property  to  the  several  defendants,  although  in 
several  parcels.  Hence  it  Is  an  entire  cause  of  action,  affecting  all  the 
defendants,  within  section  167  of  the  Code  of  Procedure.    Ih. 

Parties,  5. 

CRIMINAL  LAW. 

CoMMmixKT ;  CoROHER  *,  CouRT  OF  SsssiONa ;  Habeas  Corpus  ;  New 

TBIA^6;  Trial,  1,  11. 

DEED. 

1.  The  deed  of  a  sherifi^  as  well  as  a  private  deed,  may  be  reformed  by 
the  court  in  a  proper  case*  Ct.  f^  Appeale^  1800,  Bartlett  a,  Judd, 
21  N.  Y.  (7  Smith\  200. 

2.  Of  the  execution  and  acknowledgment  of  a  deed  by  a  non-resident 
married  woman.    De  Pierre  a.  Thorn,  4  Botw^  266. 

8.  A  deed  referring  to  a  street,  without  describing  its  width,  must  be 
taken  to  intend  the  width  of  the  street  as  laid  out  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  deed,  though  it  had  not  been  opened  to  the  full  width. 
Matter  of  Fourth  Ayenne,  AnU,  189. 
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DBFAULT. 

4.  Of  the  effect  of  a  release  of  a  right  to  land  used  as  a  street,  upon  the 
dedication  thereof!    Ih, 

DEFAULT. 

A  de£Eiult  allowed  bj  one  of  several  defendants  while  holding  a  snbstita- 
tion  in  his  hands,  in  collusion  with  the  plainti£Bs  held  a  fraud  upon  the 
other  defendants.  Supreme  Ct,  Sp.  T^  1859,  People  a.  Mayor,  &c^ 
of  New  York,  19  Saw.  Pr^  289. 

DEFENCES. 

1.  Although  the  holder  of  a  bill  discounted  it  entirely  on  the  faith  of  se- 
curity provided  by  an  indorser  for  its  payment^  and  knowing  that  the 
drawer  and  acceptor  were  inaolvent)  he  is  not  thereby  compelled  to  resort 
to  such  security  before  recovering  against  the  drawer  or  acceptor.  Lee 
Bank  a.  Eitchiug,  Ante^  435. 

2.  A  plea  of  a  suit  pending  for  the  same  matter  in  a  foreign  State  or 
country,  is  no  bar  to  an  action  here,  either  in  equity  or  at  law.  [4 
Yes.,  357;  3  Atk.,  587;  1  Barb.  Ch.,  125;  9  Johns.,  221;  12  lU, 
99 ;  5  How.  Pr.,  51 ;  5  Sandf,  330.]  Supreme  Ct^  1860,  Williams  a. 
Ayrault,  31  Barb^  364. 

Ahswsb;  Caubk  or  Action,  5 ;  Countsb-oladi. 

DEMURRER. 

1.  A  demurrer  which  specifies  various  grounds  of  objection  to  tbe  suffi- 
ciency of  the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  without  stating  any  one  of 
the  grounds  specified  in  section  144  of  the  Code,  is  insufficient.  Har> 
per  o.  Chamberlain,  Anie^  284. 

2.  In  an  action  against  husband  and  wife,  conoeming  the  separate  prop- 
erty of  the  wife,  and  seeking  no  judgment  against  the  husband,  the 
husband  is  a  proper  party ;  and  he  cannot  sustain  a  separate  demurrer 
on  the  ground  that  the  complaint  states  no  cause  of  action  against  him, 
even  though  the  complaint  is  insufficient  as  against  the  wife.  Supreme 
Ct,  Sp.  T;  1860,  Goelet  a.  Gori,  31  Barb^  314. 

8.  A  demurrer  to  a  complaint  in  an  action  for  defamation  is  not  to  be 
sustained  on  the  ground  that  the  communication  was  privil^ed,  as 
being  testimony  in  a  legal  proceeding,  unless  it  appears  by  the  com- 
plaint either  that  the  proceeding  was  without  jurisdiction,  or  that  the 
testimony  was  compulsory.  Supreme  Ct^  1860,  Perkins  a.  Mitchell, 
81  Barb^  461. 

4.  A  demurrer  to  the  whole  complaint, — Held,  properly  overruled  if  the 
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complaint  could  be  austaiDed  in  either  of  two  aspects  which  it  pre* 
aented.    Newbery  a.  Garland,  31  Barh^  121. 

Parties,  3;  DiPOsmoN;  Commission;  Costs,  18-15. 

DISCHARGE. 

1.  An  objection  to  the  validity  of  a  dischai^e  in  insolvency,  whether  on 
the  ground  of  want  of  jurisdiction  or  otherwise,  cannot  be  raised  on  a 
collateral  motion — e,g.y  in  opposition  to  the  debtor's  moUon  to  set 
aside  an  execution,  on  the  ground  of  his  discharge.  Rich  a.  Salinger, 
Ante,  344. 

2.  The  proper  mode  of  testing  the  discharge  in  such  case,  is  to  sue  upon 
the  judgment  instead  of  issuing  execution.    lb. 

DISMISSAL  OF  COMPLAINT. 

1.  The  fact  that  defendant  has  actually  noticed  the  cause  for  trial,  doee 
not  preclude  him  firom  moving  to  dismiss  the  complaint  for  unreason- 
able neglect  on  the  part  of  plaintiff  to  proceed.  Bowles  a.  Van  Home, 
Ante,  84. 

2.  What  is  such  unreasonable  neglect.    lb, 

DIVORCR 

1.  The  husband  had,  before  marriage  to  his  present  wife,  who  now  sought 
a  divorce,  represented  to  her -that  his  former  wife  was  deceased,  where- 
as, in  truth,  she  was  living,  he  having  been  divorced  from  her. 

Held,  that  these  representations,  even  if  fraudulent,  and  though  the 
plaintiff  would  not  have  married  him  if  she  had  known  the  truth,  were 
not  ground  for  granting  her  a  divorce.    Clarke  a.  Clarke,  Ante,  228. 

2.  A  decree  declaring  a  marriage  contract  void,  cannot  be  granted  on  a 
complaint  which  demands  no  other  relief  than  a  separation  from 
bed  and  board,  unless  the  defendant  has  answered.  Anonymous,. 
Ante,  231. 

3.  The  provision  of  2  Rev.  Stat.,  145,  g  42,  subd.  4, — ^that  a  divorce  may 
be  denied  where  the  complainant  has  been  guilty  of  adultery,  under  such 
circumstances  as  would  entitle  the  defendant  to  a  divorce, — does  not 
refer  to  the  circumstances  mentioned  in  section  38,  as  giving  the  court 
jurisdiction,  but  to  circumstances  of  guilt  mentioned  in  section  42, 
subd.  1,  or  some  of  them.  Supreme  Ct^  Sp.  71,  1860,  Leseuer  a. 
Leseuer,  31  Barb^^  330. 

Anbwbb,  11. 
Vol.  XI.— 88 
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'MnnoBb. 


DOMICIL. 

Tlie  law  of  domicil  dfscnsBecL  Hegeman  a.  Fox, '81  Bafh^  475;  Lod- 
lam  a.  Lndlam,  Ib^  486. 

ELECTION  OF  REMEDIES. 

1.  In  tbe  case  of  an  executed  coDtract,  if  one  party  has  been  defrauded, 
he  may,  at  his  election,  repudiate  the  transaction  within  a  reasonable 
time,  and  restoring  what  he  has  received,  compel  the  other  to  restore ; 
or  he  may  treat  it  as  valid,  aud  bring  his  action  for  damages  for  the 
fraud;  and  the  latter  he  may  do  at  anytime  within  the  statute  of 
limitaUons.     Supreme  Ci^  1857,  Ilion  Bank  a.  Carver,  31  Barb^  330. 

2.  What  is  an  executed  contract  within  the  meaning  of  this  rule.    Ih. 

3.  Of  the  election  of  remedies  on  a  breach  of  »  contract  to  employ. 
Colbum  a.  Woodworth,  61  Barh^  881. 

4.  Where  one  who  is  intmsted  with  property  misapplies  it,  if  the  creditor, 
instead  of  suing  for  the  conversion,  proceeds  upon  the  contracCi  and 
recovers  judgment  thereon,  he  waives  all  claim  of  title  to  the  property 
and  its  proceeds.    Bank  of  Beloit  a.  Beale,  Antt^  375. 

5.  In  cases  of  accession  or  commixtion,  if  the  article  retains  substantially 
•  its  original  form  and  nature,  possession  may  be  reclaimed.    iT.  71 

Superior  Ct^  1859,  Wilson  a.  Na8on,'4  Boiw^  155. 

ESCAI^E. 
SBXBcnr. 

EYIDENGB. 

1.  Under  the  old  practice,  facts  in  mitigation,  though  not  a  full  answer, 
might  be  given  in  evidence  under  a  plea  of  non  est  factum,  [2  Hill, 
194;  23  Wend.,  293;  21  lb.,  277.]  Supreme  Ct^  1831,  Bennett  a. 
Brown,  3  Barb^  158. 

2.  On  the  trial  of  an  action  to  recover  possession  of  personal  property, 
the  defendant's  counsel,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  value  of  the 
goods,  read  to  the  jury  the  afiSdavit  of  the  plaintiff  on  which  pro- 
ceedings of  claim  and  delivery  had  been  taken  in  the  action. 

Jffeld^  that  by  introducing  it  in  evidence,  they  put  it  in  the  power  of 
the  plaintiff  to  read  it  all,  because  it  must  all  he  taken  together,  being 
the  declaration  under  oath  of  the  plaintiff;  and  the  plaintiff's  eoon^l 
might  refer  to  it  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  wis  the  owner  of  the  prop- 


NEW  TOKK :  AUGUST— I^OEMBEK,  1860.     615 

^ 

BZAxniAiioii-9r  PAmnn* 

eity  desoribed  in  it    Sypreme  CU^  Sp.  T^  IBOO,  Gardner  a.  By/enon, 
19  .iTow-Pr^. 108. 

3.  In  an  action  for  an  assault  and  battery  committed  in  the  absence  of 
witnesses,  ill*will  on  tbe  p«vt  of  t&e  defendant  towards  the  plaintiff  is 
adroissibie  as.a  part  of  the  circuQatantial  evidence  to  deterosine  by 
whom  the  nisault  ?¥atf  committed.  [8  Cow.,  226,]  (7^r^4&p0^^f 
I860,  Jewett  a.  Banning,  21  N,  Y.  (7  BvMih)^  27. 

4.  That  in  an  action  for  diverting  a  water-course,  proof  df  a  diversion 
throws  the  burden  of  proof  upon  the  defendant  to  justify  it.  Haight 
a.  Price,  21  N.  Y.  (7  Smith),  Wi. 

5.  Of  the  burden  of  proof  respecting  alterations  appearing  in  a  public 
document  produced  by  an  official  custodian.  People  a.  Minck,  21 
N.  Y.  (7  SmiiK),  639. 

6.  The  mode  of  proving  a  patent  granted  by  the  British  Government 
McKinneron  a.  Bliss,  31  Barh^  180. 

7.  The  rules  of  evidence  in  respect  to  a  deed  not  acknowledged  previous 
to  delivery,  nor  attested  by  witnesses.  Genter  a.  Morrison,  81  Barb,y 
155. 

8.  The  amount  of  past  profits  is  competent  evidence  to  be  considered  in 
estimating  prospective  profits.  Ct,  of  ^Hpeolff,  .1853,  Bagley  a.  Smith, 
19  JSTow.  Pr^  1. 

9.  Of  the  requisite  evidence  to  chaige  factors  with  a  breach  of  duty  or 
instructions.     Hilbank  a.  Dennistown,  19  JZbv.  Pr.,  126. 

10.  Of  the  requisite  evidence  of  negligence  in  an  action  for  injury  to  the 
person.  Bernhardt  a.  Rensselaer  and  Saratoga  Baiiroad  Co.,  19  How. 
Pr^  11.9 1  Ernst  a.  Hudson  Biver  Baibx>ad  Co^  Ih^  20.5 ;  McGra^h  a. 
theMme,  Ih^Hl. 


EXAMINATION  OF  PARTIES. 

1.  The  defendant  was  examined  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behidf  on  the  triaL 
*At  the  time  the  trial  was  had,  he  ooold  not,  by  law,  testify  in  his  own 
behalf  without  giving  at  least  ten  days'  previous  jDoticeof  his  intended 
examination.  The  paper  served,  whieh  was  at  the  trial  held  to  be  a 
notice  of  his  intended  examination,  .was  not.  signed  by  him  or  hia  at- 
torney. Heldj  that  su<;h  paper  was  not  a  notice.  It  was  only  a 
memorandum.  [17  How.  Pr.,  192.]  And  the  error  in  allowing  him  to 
testify  in  his  own  behalf  without  any  sufficient  notice  being  given  of 
his  intended  examination,  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  a  new  trial.  ^Su- 
preme Ct^  Demilt  a.  Leonard,  19  How.  Pr^  182. 

2.  The  provision  of  section  899  of  the  Code, — ^that  a  party  shall  not  be 
examined  as  a  witness,  unlesii  the  adverse  party  or  person  in  interest 
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18  linng, — does  not  exclude  a  party  from  being  a  witness  when  the 
opposite  party  is  a  corporation.  Supreme  Ct^  1859,  Johnson  o-Mdn- 
tosh,  81  Barb^  367. 
8.  It  Hema^  that  under  section  399  of  the  Code,  a  landl^d  is  not  a  com- 
petent witness  for  himself  in  ^  summary  proceedings  to  Teoorer  the 
possession  of  land."*    Marseilles  a.  Bulger,  19  H6w.  Pr^  84. 

CoNTXMPT,  2 ;  SuBBOGATs's  CouBT,  4 ;  Tbul,  6-7. 

EXCEPnON. 

1.  A  general  exception  is  not  to  be  sustained  unless  all  the  rulings  are 
erroneous.     Supreme  Ct^  1867,  Cronk  a.  Canfield,  31  Barh^  171. 

2.  It  eeeme^  that  a  refusal  Co  adjourn  to  enable  either  party  to  obtain 
further  testimony,  cannot  be  made  the  subject  of  an  exception.  Hoi* 
brook  a.  Wilson,  4  Boew^  04. 

EXECUTION. 

1.  A  stipulation  in  a  note,  or  other  obligation,  that  the  obligor  would 
waive  exemption  Of  his  property  from  execution,  is  void.  [9  How. 
Pr.,  458.]     Supreme  Ct^  1857,  Eneetle  a.  Newcomb,  31  Barb^  169. 

2.  Under  the  provision  of  2  Revised  Statutes,  368,  §  36, — requiring  that 
the  time  and  place  of  holding  any  sale  of  real  estate  pursuant  to  aoj 
execution,  shall  be  publicly  advertised  previously  for  six  weeks  succes- 
sively, as  follows :  1.  A  written  or  printed  notice  thereof  shall  be 
fastened  up  in  three  public  places  in  the  town  where  such  real  estate 
shall  be  sold.  2.  A  copy  of  such  notice  shall  be  printed  once  in  each 
week,  in  a  newspaper  of  such  county,  if  there  be  one, — since  the  second 
subdivision  requires  a  publication  in  the  newspaper  of  a  copy^  it  im* 
plies  that  the  publication  is  to  be  commenced  after  the  posting,  and 
the  publication  is  regular  if  the  original  is  posted  up  six  weeks,  and  s 
copy  is,  during  the  six  weeks,  published  weekly,  six  times,  althoogh 

I  the  full  period  of  six  weeks  does  not  elapse  after  publication  com- 
menced, and  before  the  sale.  [7  Barb.,  39 ;  1  Seld.,  497 ;  1  liaas., 
255.]  CL  o/Appeale,  1860,  Oloott  a.  Robinson,  21  iVl  F.  (7  Smith), 
150. 

8.  That  rolling  stock  of  a  railroad  company  is  personal  property,  and 
leviable  as  such  on  execution.    Bearddey  a.  Ontario  Bank,  31  Barb^ 

619  (a  P.,  Stevens  a.  Buflfalo  and  New  York  Raiboad  Co.,  Ib^  590). 

« 

*  Otherwise  now  hj  the  Xatpi  qf  1860,  787,  ch.  459,  §  12. 
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SZKOUTOBS  AND  AOXINUTBATOEAi 

4.  The  effect  of  a  chattel  mortgage  on  the  rights  of  the  parties,  as  re- 
spects the  liability  of  the  mortgnged  property  to  levy  oa  ezecation 
against  either  of  them.    Hall  a.  Samson,  IQ  jETow.  Pt^  481, 

5.  After  an  ordor*of  arrest  has  been  discharged  on  motion,  the  defendant 
is  not  liable  to  arrest  on  execution  against  the  person,  thongh  on  his 
de&uit  at  the  trial  a  special  verdict  is  found,  stating  that  he  was 
guilty  of  the  fraud  charged  in  the  complaint  Stelle  a.  Palmer, 
.ilnie,  62. 

t.  On  appeal  from  an  order  denying  defendant's  motion  to  vacate  an  or- 
der for  his  arrest,  the  order  was  reversed  on  condition  that  he  stipulate 
not  to  sue  for  the  arrest ;  but  if  he  should  not,  the  order  was  af- 
firmed ; — and  he  did  not  accept  the  condition.  HM^  that  the  affirm* 
ance  was  conclusive  on  his  subsequent  motion  to  set  aside  an  execution 
against  his  person ;  and  the  court  would  inot  review  the  order  on  the 
ground  that  such  condition  was  oppressive.  Edgerton  a.  Ford,  AnU^ 
415. 

EXECUTORS  AND  ADMINISTRATORS. 

1.  An  administrator  who  makes  a  daim  against  the  estate,  muat  support 
it  by  a  sworn  voucher,  such  as  he  may  require  under  section  35  of  the 
statute  relating  to  payment  of  debts  and  legacies,  and  it  is  error  for  the 
surrogate  to  allow  his  claim,  whatever  the  force  of  the  proof,  unless  so 
verified.  [6  Paige,  166 ;  8  lb.,  152 ;  Dayt.  Surr.,  478.]  Supreme  Ct.^ 
186d,  Terry  a.  Dayton,  81  Boj^h^  519. 

2.  The  object  of  the  act  of  1847  (Lawt  of  1847,  88),  was  not  to  confer 
upon  executors  and  administrators  powers  which  otherwise  they  would 
not  possess,  but  to  afford  them  additional  protection,  when  acting  in 
good  faith  iu  the  exercise  of  their  common-law  powers.  Although  they 
could  compromise  a  claim,  or  compound  a  debt,  without  the  aid  of  the 
statute,  still  they  might  perhaps  be  held  responsible  for  any  serious 
error  in  judgment,  in  so  doing.  The  act  in  question  enables  them  to 
obtain  the  sanction  of  the  judgment  of  the  surrogate  in  addition  to 
their  own,  and  this  affords  them  additional  protection,  if  their  conduct 
is  fair  and  honest  CL  of  Appeals^  1860,  Chouteau  a.  Suydam, 
21  N.  r.  (7  Smth),  179. 

Costs  ;  Surroqatb^s  Court. 
FORECLOSURK 

« 

1.  Under  the  statute  requiring  the  notice  in  the  case  of  a  foreclosure  by 
advertisement,  to  state  the  date  of  the  mortgage,  and  where  recorded 
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is  )i*iDg,— does  not  exclade  a  party  from  beisf  ^■ 
opposite  party  ib  a  corporatioD.  Supremt  Ct^'^  j 
t«li,  31  JJorft,  367,  ^  fi   -^ 

3.  Jl  »eem»,  that  under  MCtion  399  of  the  Cc  i  i?  if  '.  p  i  K 
pet«nt  wjtneM  for  himself  in  " sumniu*  'i  i  f\  -'-  '  /  ^ 
poaaeeetoa  of  land,"*     Haneilles  a.  Be'j!  j  |  ^  ^    ^  .'      , 

^^  ■  yAiy,  r         ;'- 

ConTKMFT,  2 ;  SetkrooatkV  i  J-  *  <  -  ■.  "? 
liil  *  *    * 

'-  iiii' *' 

Exc:  f  <  '■  i  r  f  » '  * 

1,  A  general  exception  is  not  t ,  j  ^    -■     > 


/ 


Suprenu  Cl^  l'„., 
2.  /J  MCRU^  that  a  refiual  f ' '  ^  *  f     ' 
furtJier  tflsUmoay,  connr;  '■[  '  i  ' 
brook  0.  Wilson,  4 .5or  ,'  f  ^ 

:-';r  ./,18. 

r  -  > 

.     .    ,  .         ^  .AN  AD  UTBM. 

1.  A  BtjpulatioD  in  -  ■    e„  *«. 
WMve  eiemptir                ^y  bd  iDfant  defendant  to  his  petition  tot  th« 
Pr,  468.]     &             --idian  adlitm,  may  be  allowed  to  be  npplied 

2.  Under  the  t  .d,  »I  ««»*,  that  the  court  may  topeiae  wit  aaci 
the  time  »         ,>n  Wyck  a.  Hardy,  ^nte,  473. 

eiecntior       xjOTmnira ;  PiUTmoiTt  1 ;  Smwcs,  2. 

shal'  HABEAS  CORPUS. 

^^  Mf  iiEibeas  eorpns  the  prisoner  may  impeaoh  the  oommitroeti^  by 

'  'j^iog  that  Uie  oonrt  whioh  made  it  vas  not  legally  conedtated— 

^^  itiat  one  of  Ui«  jurtJoea  unned  m  present,  was  in  ftut  aksent 

IKVine's  Case,  Aitte,  90. 
.  The  practice  of  reviewing  commitments  upon  habeas  oorpns  ia  not  to 
be  enoournged.     Oray's  Case,  Anit,  66. 

HIGHWAY8, 

1.  The  privileges  incidental  to  the  use  of  property  taken  for  pullUciM 
as  a  highway.     Eelsey  a.  King,  .^nf^  180, 

2.  Notice  of  hearing  before  the  commissioners,  not  nocessary  nndet  tli 
Long  Island'  Connties  Act    People  a.  Smith.  21  If,  p-    !■,  -^.. 

695.  "   ^    ^"n 


y 


XTGIIST— DECEMBER,  1860.     519 


HfjUHonoir* 


"^^kldence  of  corporadons  in.  asaessiDg  highway 
^\  Barh^  138, 

'^tion  to  prevent  a  party  from 

"^r  poasoBBion  of  land,  where 

'r  proceedings  before  the 

^*dence  to  prove  snch 

^tieback  a.  McDonald, 


*^» 


<?. 


« 


granted  to  restrain  the  execu- 
^ver  poaseasion  of  land,  except  in 
.  surprise,  to  which  the  landlord  ia  a 
-,87. 
De  compelled  to  ccmtinue  their  bwineaa  by 
^g  the'tn  to  discontinue  it*    People  a.  Albany  ic 
Jo^  AnU^  136. 
otion  may  be  granted  at  the  suit  of  the  People,  if  it 
a  that  the  discontinuance  is  necessary  to  avoid  pecuniary 
•• 
«i  action  by  a  stockholder  to  set  aside  a  sale  of  the  entire  property 
-the  corporation,  an  injunction  should  be  granted,  and  a  receiver 
*'  ^:»ttld  be  appointed.    Abbot  a.  The  Hard  Rubber  Co.,  Anie^  204. 

injunction  will  not  lie  to  eject  a  clergyman  from  his  possession  of 
^SqC  chorch,  and  to  forbid  his  preaching  in  it,  when  he  is  rightfully  in 
flioe  by  the  act  of  the  parish,  and  there  is  no  other  person  who  claims 
the  office,  or  with  whose  rights  as  a  minister  of  the  parish  he  is  inter- 
ferioff)  *°^  where  there  is  no  occasion  for  a  breach  of  the  peace,  or  a 
conflict  between  two  clergymen  or  their  adherents  in  the  conduct  of 
^  worship  of  the  congregation.    Supreme  Ct^  1859,  Youngs  a.  Ran- 
som, 81  Barb^  49. 
^,  Hie  vendor  of  city  lots  required  from  the  purchaser  a  covenant  against 
the  erection  of  any  livery  stable,  d^c,  on  the  premises  sold,  and  on  his 
own  part  covenanted  thai  no  more  thaa  two  houses  should  be  erected 
on  the  residue  of  the  land  owned  by  him. 

jMrff  that  the  porchaaar  was  e&titled  to  an  injunction  restraining 

1^  vendor  from  erectiDg  a  Vlywj  stable  on  the  residue.    Schenck  a. 

Ctopbell,  A^  292. 

a    la  such  a  covenant^  the  word  house  may  be  understood  as  meani&g 

'  ^^iog-house.    i& 

After  the  mortgage-debt  was  over  due,  t^e  mortgagor  sent  ike  mort- 
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■    ■      ■  '         -         w 

(i  Bev.  Statiy  546,  §  4)— a  notice  giving  the  dclrl^s  office  and  tbe 
date  of  lisGording  correctly,  though  with  an  err6T  in  the  nnmber  of  the 
book,  is  a  substantial  eompKanoe  with  the  reqtiireniemt  of  Hie  stiiiirte. 
The  place  where  recorded' would  be  snfficien^y  indicated  by  naming 
the  office  and  the  date  of  the  rebord,  aiid  possibly  by  the  mention  of 
the  office  alone.  So  Held^  where  there  war  no  book  in  the  office  of  so 
high  a  number  as  the  one  designated.  Ct.  <tf  AppBah^  I860,  Judda. 
O'Brien,  21  N.  Y.  (7  Smith),  186. 

2.  An  error  in  the  notice^tating  the  amount  due  on  the  day  befbfe  pnV 
lication,  instead  of  on  the  day  of  publication,-^-^J9<;U,  not'  material.  R, 

3.  The  considerations  which  govern  a  court  of  equity  in  allowing  a  r&- 
cfeiver  of  itsnts-  and  profits  in  fbi^closure  cases  before  sale.  Syitense 
City  Bank  a.  Talhnafi,  31  Barh^  201. 

FORMS. 
Complaint,  17,*  18. 

GUARDIAN  AD  LITEK 

The  want  of  a  yerification  by  an  infant  defendant  to  his  petition  for  die 
appointment  of  a  guardian  ad  litem,  may  be  allowed  to  be  aupphed 
after  judgment ;  and,  it  teems,  that  the  court  may  dispense  with  such 
▼erification.    Van  Wyck  a.  Hardy,  Ante,  473. 

AxsHSMBNT ;  PabvitIoiiv  1 ;  SxavicB,  2. 

HABEAS  CORPUS. 

1.  Upon  habete  oorpua  the  prisoner  may  impeach  the  oommitmenty  by 
idiowing  thfl(t  the  court' which  made  it  was  not  legally  constituted — 
^.  ^.,  that  one  of  the  justices  named  aa  present,  was  in  fluili  absent 
Divine's  Case,  J»k,  90. 

2.  The  practice  of  rdviewing  commitmenta  upon  habeas  oorpua  is  not  to 
be  en(k>uraged.    Qray's  Case,  Ante,  56. 

HIGHWAYS. 

1.  The  privileges  incidental  to  the  use  of  property  taken  for  public  nse 
as  a  highway.    Eelsey  a.  King,  Anie^  180. 

2.  Notice  of  hearing  before  the  commissioners,  not  necessary  under  the 
Long  Island'  Counties  Act  People  a.  Smith.  21  N.  T.  (7  SnM)^ 
695. 
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8»  Of  detemuniDg  the  reudeoce  of  c<»;poratioii8  ia  aaaeasiog  highway 
taxes.    People  a«  Fieroei  31  Barb^  138. 


INJUNCTION. 

1.  The  court  will  not  interpose  by  injunction  to  prevent  a  party  from 
prosecuting  summary  proceedings  to  recover  possession  of  land,  where 
the  complainant  had  a  perfect  defence  to  their  proceedings  before  the 
justice^  and  does  not  show  that  he  had  not  evidence  to  prove  soch 
defence^  and  no  fraud  or  abuse  is  shown.  Seeback  cu  McDonald, 
AfiU^  95. 

2.  In  general,  an  injunction  should  not  be  granted  to  restrain  the  ezeou- 
taoQ  of  summary  proceedings  to  recover  possession  of  land,  except  in 
caae  of  undue  advantage,  fraud,  or  surprise,  to  which  the  landlord  is  a 
party.    MarkaiO.  Wilson^  Jnie^  87. 

Su  A  railroad  company  may  be  compelled  to  continue  their  biisineaa  by 
an  injunction  forbidding  the'tn  to  discontinue  it.  People  a.  Albany  Se 
Vermont  Railroad  Co^  Ante^  130. 

4.  Such  an  injunction  may  be  granted  at  the  suit  of  the  People,  if  it 
is  not  shown  that  the  discontinuance  is  necessary  to  avoid  pecuniary 
loss.    75. 

5.  In  an  action  by  a  stockholder  to  set  aside  a  sale  of  the  entire  property 
of  the  corporation,  an  injunction  should  be  granted,  and  a  receiver 
should  be  appointed.    Abbot  a.  The  Hard  Rubber  Co^  Ante,  204. 

6.  An  injunction  will  not  lie  to  eject  a  clergyman  from  his  possession  of 
the  church,  and  to  forbid  his  preaching  in  it,  when  he  is  rightfully  in 
office  by  the  act  of  the  parish,  and  there  is  no  other  person  who  claims, 
the  oiSce,  or  with  whose  rights  as  a  minister  of  the  parish  he  is  inter- 
fering, and  where  there  is  no  occasion  for  a  breach  of  the  peace,  or  a 
conflict  between  two  clergymen  or  their  adherents  in  the  conduct  of 
the  worship  of  the  congregation.  Supreme  Ct^  1859,  Youngs  a.  Ran- 
som, 31  Barh^  49. 

7.  The  vendor  of  city  lots  required  from  the  purchaser  a  covenant  against 
the  erection  of  any  livery  stable,  d^c,  on  the  premises  sold,  and  on  his 
own  part  covenanted  thai  no  n^ore  tbaa  two  houaes  should  be  erected 
on  the  residue  of  the  land  owned  by  him. 

Beld^  that  the  purchaser  was  entitled  to  an  injunction  restraining 
the  vendor  from  erecting  a  livevy  stable  on  the  residue.  Schenck  a. 
Campbell,  AnU^  292. 

8.  In  such  a  covenant,  the  word  house  may  be  understood  as  meaning 
dweUing-hottse.    A 

(k  After  the  mortgage-debt  was  over  due,  the  mortgagor  seat  ike  mori- 
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gagee  a  draft  for  a  part  of  the  debt,  saying  be  might  oae  the  draft  if  he 
would  extend  the  time  of  payment  of  the  residue  for  one  year. 

ffeld^  that  the  mortgagee  having  accepted  the  money,  but  refused 
to  be  bound  by  the  condition,  the  mortgagor  might  maintain  an  action 
to  restrain  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage.  He  was  not  to  be  restricted 
to  an  action  for  damages.  Supreme  Ct^  Sp*  T^  I860,  Grinnan  a. 
Piatt,  31  Barh^ZW. 

10.  A  suit  cannot  be  maintained  in  the  courts  of  this  State  to  enjoin  and 
restrain  the  prosecution  of  an  action  commenced  and  pending  in  a 
court  of  a  sister  State.  [2  Paige,  402 ;  2  Barb.  Ch.,  276 ;  4  Grandi, 
179 ;  7  lb.,  279 ;  2  Lead.  £q.  Gas.,  pt  2, 109.]  Supreme  Ct^  1860, 
Williams  a.  Ayrault,  31  Barh^  364. 

11.  The  court  will  not  interfere  to  protect  a  party  in  theiuse  of  trade- 
marks which  are  employed  to  deceive  the  public,  and  to  deceive  them 
by  fraudulent  representations  contained  in  the  labels  and  devices  which 
are  claimed  to  constitute  wholly  or  in  part  such  trade-marka.  iiT.  F. 
Superior  Ct^  1860,  Hobbs  a.  Francais,  19  How.  Pr^  567. 

Corporation,  6 ;  Crkditor's  Aonov,  2. 

INSANE  PERSONS. 

1.  Hie  appointment  of  a  stranger  as  committee  of  a  lunatic  without 
request  of  the  relatives  and  next  of  kin  of  the  lunatic,  and  without  a 
reference,  and  without  notice  to  persons  prospectively  interested  in  the 
estate,  is  not  authorized  by  the  practice  of  tjbe  court.  Lamoree's 
Case,  Ante^  274. 

2.  It  is  no  objection  to  the  appointment  of  a  person  who  is  a  resident  of 
the  State,  and  within  its  jurisdiction,  that  he  is  not  a  lesident  of  the 
county,  in  the  County  Court  of  which  the  proceedings  are  had.    lb, 

8.  The  finding  and  confirmation  of  an  inquisition  on  a  writ  de  lunaiioo 
inquirendo^  should  not  be  set  aside  for  mere  irregularity,  where  there 
is  no  room  whatever  for  doubt  of  the  lunacy  of  the  person  concerned. 
Ih. 

INSURANCE  COMPANIES. 

1.  Notes  given  to  an  insurance  company,  under  section  5  of  the  general  law, 
are  absolute  and  payable  at  all  events  without  an  assessment.  Tliey 
are  not  contingent  on  the  happening  of  losses.  Tuckerman  o.  Brown, 
Ante^  889. 

2.  Hence,  when  there  are  two  departments  in  a  company, — one  stock  and 
one  mutual, — ^it  is  no  defence  to  a  note  given  on  insurance  in  tha 
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mutual  department,  that  all  the  losees  in  that  department  have  been 
paid,  and  that  the  unpaid  losses  accrued  in  the  other  department.    /&• 

INTERPLEADER. 

Of  the  grounds  on  which  an  order  of  interpleader  may  be  granted  under 
the  Code.    Wilson  a,  Duncan,  AnUj  3. 

IRREQULARnr. 

1.  Questions  of  irreguhuity  are  to  be  settled  in  the  action  vherrin  they 
arise,  unless  questions  of  jurisdiction  are  involved.  Supreme  Ct^  Sp, 
7%  1860,  Battershall  a.  Davis,  31  Barb^  825. 

2.  A  party  who  means  to  avail  himself  of  an  irregularity  in  the  progress 
of  a  cause,  must  make  his  objection  in  due  season,  and  before  the  other 
side  has,  compromised  itself  by  his  silence,  and  a  person  upon  whom 
the  law  has  cast  an  interest  in  an  estate,  which  is  the  subject  of  a  suit 
in  the  courts  for  a  sale  and  partition,  must  abstain  from  becoming  an 
actor  in  the  proceedings,  if  he  designs  at  some  future  time  to  assert  his 
title  upon  the  ground  that  he  was  not  made  a  party,  and  therefore  not 
included  by  the  ludgment  or  decree.  Supreme  Ct^  Sp.  jT,  1860| 
Begua  a.  Holmes,  19  Jffow.  Pr,y  430. 

JUDGR 

The  statute  disqualifying  judges  under  certain  circumstances,  does  not 
apply  to  highway  commissioners.  An  act  of  public  administration, 
though  requiring  the  exercise  of  judgment,  is  quite  a  different  thing 
from  the  dispensing  of  justice  between  man  and  man.  Moreover,  the 
applicant  to  the  commissioners  in  highway  proceedings  is  not  '^a 
party**  within  the  statute.  Ct.  of  Appeals^  1860,  The  People  a. 
Wheeler  21  N.  T.  (1  Smith),  82. 

JUDGMENT. 

1.  In  an  action  against  three  persons,  as  partners,  one  not  being  served 
with  the  summons,  nor  appearing,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment 
against  the  other  two,  upon  evidence  that  they  alone  constituted  the 
partnership.  The  Words  'defendants  severally  liable,**  in  subd.  2, 
§  136  of  the  Code,  mean  defendants  liable  separately  from  the  defend- 
ants not  served,  though  jointly  as  respects  each  other.  Ct,  of  Appeals^ 
1860,  Pruyn  a.  Blac^  21  H.  Y.  (7  Smith),  300. 

2.  The  common-law  rule,  that  in  an  action  for  the  breach  of  a  contract| 
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flgninst  two  or  more,  de&ndiuita,  a  verdict  or  judgmeDt  could  not  be 
given  againtt.  one  or  more  of  them  without  the  others,,  has  been 
changed  by  the  Code.    lb, 

8.  Under  the  Code,  it  ib  not.  necessary  that  the  plaintiff,  who  declares 
against  two  upon  an  alleged  joint  contract,  should  establish  a  joint 
liability,  or  Ml  in  his  aotion.  [1  Eem.,  294]  The  common-law  role 
is  altered  by  the  Code,  and  now,  under  sections  274  and  136,  judgment 
may  be  had  against  the  defendant  who  is  shown  to  be  liable,  although 
proof  is  not  given  that  is,  siofficient  to  charge  his  co-defendant,  if  the 
case  proved  is  one  in  which  the  defendant  would  have  been  liable  if 
sued  alone.  [5  Duer,  327].  N,  F.  Sujp$rior  Ct^  1869^.MoKeQiba., 
Farrell,  4  Bosie^  192. 

4.  Proper  practice  on  taking  judgment  on  a^bond  for  anabsolnfce  smatin 
instalments,  of  which  part  are  not  due.  Syracuse  City  Baidc-  a»  Gol« 
ville,  19  Row,  Ph,  385. 

6.  A  judgment  dismissing  the  complaint  without  prejudice  to  »  new 
action,  cannot  be  amended  on  motion  by  giving  leave  to  senne,  a  new 
complaint  in  the  same  action.  So  heldy  where^  by  the  limitation  of 
the  cause  of  action,  no  new  action  could  be  broug^tw  New  Yoik  loe 
Company  a.  Northwestern  Insurance  Company,  Ante^  419. 

0.  A  judgment  in  an  action  for  the  possession  of  personal  property  is 
not  void  because  it  is  not  in  the  alternative,  but  absolute  for  the-  pay- 
ment of  money.  Its  regularity  cannot  be  questioned  collaterally. 
If.  Y.  Superior  Ct^  1860,  Gallarate  a.  Orser,  4  ^ow.,  94. 

7.  If  a  judgment  is  based  upon  the  fact  that  a  former  judgment  is  con- 
clusive upon  the  parties,  it  should  be  set  aside  on  motion  wMev  the 
former  judgment  has  been  set  aside.  The  Bsople  and  TaylKv  a.  BUfCMr, 
Ac,  of  New  York,  AnU^  66. 

8.  After  an  action  against  a  physician  for  damages  fbrmalpraolSoe 
pending,  he  sued  the  plaintiff  therein,  before  a  justice,  fbr  the 
services  in  which  the  alleged  malpractice  was  committed,  and  the 
latter  set  up  as  his  defence  the  alleged  malpractice,  butr  subseqaently 
withdrew  it,  and  the  justice,  without  taking  it  into  considerationi 
gave  the  physician  judgment  for  his  semces. 

Eddy  that  this  judgment  was  a  bar  to  the  action  for  malpractice. 
The  question  of  malpractice,  though  not  actually  litigated,  was  neces- 
sarily determitaed  in  the  suit  before  the  justice.  Supreme  Ct^  1860, 
Bellinger  a.  Craigue^  31  £arb.^  534. 
9i  After  an  agent  intrusted  with  money  for  the  purchase  of  merehandiBe, 
converted,  the  merchandise,  the  owner,  with  knowledge  of  the  fiict,soed 
him  to  recover  the  amount  with  interest,  and  had  judgmenti  on 
h»  charged  the  debtor  in  execution* 
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Meld^  that  the  jadgment  and  execution  estopped  the  plaintiff  therein 
from  claiming  the  property  or  proceeds,  and  that  payment  to  him  ivas 
DO  defence  against  the  claim  of  the  party  to  whom  the  agent  had 
traoafeiTed  the  pA>perty.    Bank  of  Beloit  a,  Beale,  Ante^  375. 

10.  When  a  transoript-  of  a  jjidgment  recovered  in  the  Marine  or  in  a 
Jiist]ce*«  Court  haa  been  filed  in  the  county^clerk's  office,  the  court 
where  the  judgment  was  recovered  can  no  longer  issue  execution,  but 
the  judgment  must  be  enforced  by  an  execution  in  the  Court  of  Comr 
mon  Pleas  alone;    Martin  a.  Mayor,  Ac,  of  New  York,  Ante^  295. 

11.  A  judgment  confessed  by  two  of  three  partners  as  collateral  security 
fi>r  a  partnership  debt,  is  a  lien  upon  the  interest  of  those  two  in  the 
paitaership  property,  and  entitled  to  priority  to  that  extent  over  subse- 
quent judgments  aglunst  all  the  partners.  Supreme  Ct^  1859,  Stevens 
a.  Bank  of  Central  New  York^  31  Barb^  290. 

12»  The  proceedingsr  of  a  Board  of  State  Auditor^r^Jffeld,^  judicial  State 

of  Michigan  a.  Phosnix  Bank,  4  Bosto^  363. 
l^  'Whenever  the  laiw  confers  a  right,  and.  authorises  an  application  to  a 

court  of  justice  to  enforce  that  right,  the  proceedings  upon  such  ap- 

ptication  must  be  regarded  t»judieiaL   Matter  of  the  Graduates,  Ante^ 

301. 
14.-  On  an  application*  by  the  comptroller  to  the  Common  Pleas  to  open 

a  judgment  against  the  city,  recovered  in  the  Marine  Courts  the  proper 

Course  is  to  enjoin  the  plaintiff  from  proceeding,  without  prejudice  to 

Us'  right  to  sue  on  the  judgment  in  a  court  of  record.   Martin  a.  Mayor, 

Ac.,' of  New  York,  Ante^  295. 
15.  Judgment  in  the*  case  of  the  Washington  Market  grounds,  in  the  city 

of  New  York,  entered*  under  peculiar  circumstances,^ — Held^  collusive. 

People  0.  Mayofy  Ac,  of  New  York,.  19  Haw.  Pr^  289. 

Amendubrt  ;  MonoN,  6 ;  New  York  Marine  Court. 

JUDTCIAL  sale: 

In  selling  lands  under  their  own  decree^  the  Court  of  Chancery  may  be 
regarded  as  the  trustee  for  the  owners  and  parties  in  interest.  And 
where  persons  appeared  in  the  action  in  which  the  decree  was  rendered, 
representing  themselves  as  parties  thereto,  and  entitled  to  be  heard, 
and  the  court  applied  the  prooeedff  of  the  sale  to  such  uses  as  they 
directed,  they,  and  persons  claiming  under  them,  must  be  deemed  to 
have  adopted,  ratified,  and  affirmed  the  sale,  and  all  that  the  Court  of 
Chancery  did  in  the  premises.  [6  Hill,  4  ;  3  Comst,  511 ;  8  Wend., 
483 ;  3  Hill,  215.]  Supreme  €t,  Sp.  Z,  18S0,  Rcqua  a.  Hohnei^ 
19  jffow.  Pr^  430  ;  qualifying  8.  C,  16  JV.  F.  (2  SMiik\  19». 
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JURISDICTION, 

1.  The  courts  of  the  State  of  New  York  hare  jurndiction  of  actions  for 
personal  torts  committed  upon  citizens  of  the  State  of  New  York,  out- 
side the  territorial  limits  of  the  State.  Armstroog  a.  Foote^  AnUf 
884. 

2.  Where  a  fund  exists  in  this  State,  which  our  own  citicens  are  en* 
titled  to  have  applied  to  the  payment  of  their  debts,  the  courts  will 
detain  and  appropriate  the  fund,  although  the  persons  holding  it 
may  be  accountable  to  a  foreign  jurisdiction  in  reference  to  it  The 
court  will  not,  in  such  case,  disregard  the  rights  of  other  parties,  but 
it  will  ascertain  them  and  apply  that  portion  which,  after  such  inyesti* 
gation,  is  found  to  belong  to  our  own  citizens.  Supreme  Ct^  1860, 
'nnkham  a.  Borst,  31  Barb^  407 ;  reversing,  in  part,  S.  C,  15  Sow^ 
Pr^  204, 

3.  The  Supreme  Court  has  power  in  a  proper  case  to  decree  a  mortgage 
upon  real  estate  void  for  usury,  and  to  compel  the  party  holding  it  to 
surrender  it  up  to  be  cancelled,  although  the  lands  mortgaged  lie  in 
another  SUte.  [2  Paige,  606 ;  lb.,  402 ;  3  Sandf.  Ch.,  185 ;  6 
Cranch,  148 ;  2  Lead.  £q.  Cas.,  part  2.]  Supreme  Ct^  1860,  Wil- 
liams  a.  Ayrault,  31  Barh,^  364. 

4.  The  provision  of  2  Revised  Statutes,  173,  §  37,— directing  that  the 
Court  of  Chancery  must  dismiss  every  suit  concerning  property  where 
the  matter  in  dispute,  exclusive  of  costs,  does  not  exceed  the  value  of 
one  hundred  dollars, — is  not  abrogated,  but  by  the  judiciary  act  was 
applied  to  the  Supreme  Court,  and  has  the  effect  of  depriving  that 
court  of  equitable  jurisdiction  in  such  cases.  Marsh  a.  Benson,  Ante^ 
241. 

6.  That  a  State  may  bind  itself  by  submittng  to  the  jurisdiction  of  a 
tribunal    State  of  Michigan  a.  Phcenix  Bank,  4  Boew,^  363. 

ScRBOGAn'a  COUBT. 

JURY. 
Tbxal,  1. 

JUSTICES'  COURTS. 

1.  The  rule,  that  under  the  Code  a  defendant  not  pleading  or  giving  no- 
tice of  the  non-joinder  of  a  party  cannot  raise  that  objection,  applies 
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to  justices'  courts.  Supreme  Ct^  1857,  Abbe  a.  Clark,  31  Barh,^ 
238. 

S.  The  rejection  of  evidence  offered  on  the  summing-up  is  whollj  in  the 
discretion  of  the  justice.  Supreme  CL^  1859,  Heidenheimer  a.  Wil- 
son, 81  Barb.,  636. 

3.  Where  a  cause  before  the  justice  of  the  peace  is  submitted  by  the 
counsel,  at  the  close  of  the  evidence,  with  an  agreement  that  within 
the  four  days  in  which  the  court  is  to  render  judgment,  they  will  ap- 
pear before  the  justice  and  argue  the  cause,  the  case  is  in  effect  post- 
poned for  a  final  hearing ;  and  if  on  the  fourth  day,  counsel  appear  be- 
fore the  justice  and  argue  the  cause,  he  has  power  with  or  without 
the  consent  of  the  parties,  to  take  four  days  from  that  time  for  the 
decision  of  the  cause.    lb. 

New  York  District  Ooitrt  ;  New  York  Marins  Court; 

LACHES. 

LllflTATIONS,  2. 

LIMITATIONS. 

1.  The  provision  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  2  Rev.  Stat,  2  ed^  224 
(22), — that  all  actions  against  sheriffs  and  coroners  upon  any  liability 
incurred  by  them  by  the  doing  of  any  act  in  their  ofQcial  capacity,  or 
by  the  omission  of  any  official  duty,  except  for  escapes,  shall  be  brought 
within  three  years  after  the  cause  of  action  shall  have  accrued,  and  not 
after  that  period, — applies  in  its  spirit  and  intent  to  proceedings  as  for 
contempts  to  enforce  civil  remedies  against  such  officers.  Supreme 
Ci.^  1860,  Van  Tassel  a.  Van  Tassel,  31  Barb.,  439. 

2.  The  failure  of  the  officer  to  pay  over  moneys  collected,  dK^  is  always 
within  the  knowledge  of  those  interested,  if  they  will  inquire ;  and 
hence  if  they  omit  to  inquire,  they  are  not  free  from  laches ;  and  their 
ignorance  does  not  prevent  the  statute  from  running.     lb, 

8.  The  provisions  of  2  Revised  Statutes,- 302,  §  52, — requiring  bills  for 
relief  to  be  filed  within  ten  years  after  the  cause  thereof  shall  accrue, — 
construed  in  their  application  to  the  case  of  a  defendant  interposing  a 
demand  for  such  relief    Bartlett  a.  Jndd<  21  N.  T,  (7  Smith),  200. 

LUNATIC. 
LrsANs  Pbrsons. 
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XMIDAlfUB. 


MANDAMUS. 

1.  The  court  will  not  grant  s  mandamus  to  compel  the  Common  Council 
of  a  Municipal  Corporation  to  confirm  the  award  of  a  contract  to  the 
lowest  bidder  therefor.  The  Common  Council  have  power  to  reject 
the  lowest  bid,  in  the  exercise  of  a.sound  discretion^  and  the  court  will 
not  interfere  with  its  exercise.  People  an  rel.  Lynch  a.  Aldermen  of 
New  York,  Ante,  289. 

2.  Mandamus  granted  to. compel  the  approval  of  official  bonds,  in  order 
to  enable  the  appointee  to  bring  an  action  to  tiy  the  title  to  the  office. 
People  and  Piatt  a.  Stout,  Ante^  17. 

3.  Of  the  cases  in  which  the  imposition  of  a  tax  may  be  compelled  by 
mandamus.  People  (m  rel.  The  Commissioners  of  Records  a.  Saper- 
visors  of  New  York,  Anie^  114. 

4.  To  a  mandamus  requiring  inspectors  of  election  to  return  whether  the 
relators  did  not  receive  the  greatest  namber  of  votes,  and  whether  they 
did  not  declare^  them  duly  elected,  a  return  that  they  were  not  duly 
elected  by  the  greatest  number  of  votes  is  evasive,  and  should  be 
quashed  on  motion.    People  an  rel.  Hart  a.  White,  Ante^  168. 

6.  A  suit,  by  claimants  to  office,  for  an  injunction  to  prevent  advene 
claimants  from  acting  ^as  K^cers,  is  no  bar  to  a  mandamns  to  obtain 
eertificatefrx>f  election.    i&. 

MOTIONS  AND  OBDEJSS. 

1.  Motion  for  an  attadiment  denied  on  the  ground 'that  an  attafdioMnl 
in  another  court,  between  the  same  parties,  iaad  on  the  gaoM  £ietai  liad 
been  vacated.    Schlemm^r  a.  Myerstein,  10  JEfow.  Pr.,  412. 

2.  If  one  of  several  defences  set  up  in  an  answer  is  insoffioieBt,'  it  may  be 
stnick  out  on  motion,  though  it  might  also  have  been  reached  by.ji 
demurrer.    Lee  Bank  a.  Eitching,  Ante,  485. 

8.  The  discretion  exercised  by  the  court  at  genendlerm  in  kppoaiog  a 
stipulation  not  to  sue  for  false  imprisonment,  Ac,  as  a  condition  of 
vacating  an  order  of  arrest,  is  not  to  be  reviewed  by  the  oonrt  below, 
or  in  another  proceeding  at  a- subsequent  genwal  term.  iSdgerten  a. 
Ford,  AnU,  416. 
4.  To  eecure  the  right  to  be  beaid  on  a  motion  for  a  sew  trial  on  a  ease, 
'  a  stay  of  proceedings  must  be  procured,  or  an  order  obtained,  that 
judgment,  if  entered,  be  entered  not  absolutely,  but  as  security  merely. 
[3  Duer,  669.]  If  the  judgment  entered  be  absolute  and  unconditional, 
the  party  loses  his  right  to  be  heard  on  a  case.  JV.  Y,  Superior  CL^ 
1859,  Anthony  a.  Smith,  4  Basw.^  503. 
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5.  Motion  to  set  aside  a  nonsuit  cannot  be  nude  unless  it  appears  by  the 
ease  that  the  trial  ^iras  with  a  jury.  Buprtme  Ct^  1857,  Qronk  a. 
Oanfield,  81  Barb.,  171. 

6.  On  a  motion  made  by  the  Corporationof  the  city  of  New  York,  or  on 
one  made  under  the  act  of  1859  by  the  comptroller,  to  set  aside  a 
judgment  against  the  'Corporation,  on  Ihe  ground  of  collusion,  fraud, 
and  irregularity,  tiie  court  should  not  inquire  into  the  merits  of  the 
action,  nor  beinflnencod  by  coosidering  whether  openingtiie  judgment 
•would  result  in  gain  or  in.  loss  to  the  idefimdants.  Such  motions  are 
founded  on  a  n^ere  matter  of  right,  resting' on  the  existence  of  the  col- 
lusioci,  fraud,  or  irregularity.  Peopte  and  Taylor  o.  Mayor,  dtc,  of 
New  York,  AnUy  66. 

Attachmbnt,  1 ;  Answer,  10, 12, 13 ;  Appeal,  9 ;  Arrest,  7-9 ;  Judg- 
ment, 5. 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATION. 

1.  Of  the  construction  and  necessaiy  limitations  of  a  provision  in  a 
charter,  requiring  all  work  done  and  supplies  furnished  to  the  Cor- 
poration to  be  by  contract.  Farmers'  Loan  and  Trust  Co..  a.  Mayor, 
^  of  N.  Y.,  4  Bo9Uf^  80. 

2.  An  ordinance  of  a  Municipal  Corporation,  passed  by  one  board  at  one 
session,  but  not  passed  by  tbe  other  until  the  next  session,  is  not  duly 
passed,  and  is  void.    Beekman^s  Case,  Ante,  164. 

3.  A  subsequent  amendment,  duly  passed,  does  not  operate  to  give  y^Hd- 
ity  to  the  ordinance.    Ih, 

4.  Such  objection  to  an  ordinance  authorizing  an  assessment,  is  a  *' legal 
irregularity"  within  the  act  of  1858,  allowing  assessments  in  the  city 
of  New  York  to  be  set  aside.    lb, 

5.  That-  act  is  not  unconstitutional  as  conferring  any  new  ofiBice  or  trust 
on  the.  justices  of  the  Supreme  Court    Jb, 

NEW  TRIAL. 

1.  The  Code  does  not  permit  a  party  who  has  recorered  a  verdict,  to 
move  for  a  new  trial  on  the  judge's  minutes,  on  the  ground  that  the 
damages  awarded  him  are  too  small.  It  authorizes  this  mode  of  re- 
viewing the  proceeding  at  a  trial  only  in  three  cases :  upon  exceptions, 
for  insufficient  evidence,  and  for  excessive  damages.  By  insufficient 
evidence  is  intended  a  case  where  the  Ycrdiet  is  contrary  to  the  evi- 
dence, not  where  the  jury  have  found  a  verdict  on  evidence.  A  verdict  for 
excessive  damages  is.  in  one  sense  a  verdict  upon  insufficient  evidence, 
but  its  enumeration  in  the  statute  shows  that  it  was  not  supposed  to 
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fill],  necesaaril  J  or  properly,  within  that  claas  of  caaes.  A  verdict  apoa 
inaufficient  evidence,  means  a  Terdict  for  a  party  npon  evidence  insuf- 
ficient to  establish  his  right  to  recover,  and  which  therefore  ought  not 
to  stand.  A  party  cannot  move  to  set  aside  a  verdict  in  his  own  favor, 
on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  was  insufficient  to  sustain  it  Su' 
preme  Ci^  1860,  Moore  a.  Wood,  IQ  How,  Pr,^  406. 

2.  Where,  on  the  trial  of  a  cause,  the  jury  aie  instmcted,  in  respect  to 
the  rule  of  law  which  they  are  to  apply,  as  requested  by  the  defend- 
ants, and  a  verdict  passes  against  them,  and  they  move  Ux  a  new  trial 
on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  is  contrary  to  evidence ;  the  defendants 
have  a  right,  for  all  the  purposes  of  such  motion,  to  insist  that  such 
instruction  is  correct  If,  on  a  &ir  application  of  the  chazge,  the  vei^ 
diet  is  contrary  to  evidence,  it  will  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  be 
granted.  In  such  a  case,  it  is  erroneous  to  refuse  a  new  trial  on  the 
ground  that  the  plaintiff  has  some  equity,  disclosed  by  the  evidence, 
which  entitles  him  to  retain  the  verdict;  especially  when  the  pleading 
neither  intimates  its  nature  or  existence,  nor  an  intention  to  assert  and 
enforce  it  N,  T,  Superior  CUy  1859,  Bunten  a.  Orient  Mat  Ins. 
Co.,  4  Bosw,^  254. 

3.  After  trial  by  a  judge  without  a  jury,  the  courts  on  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial  on  the  ground  of  newly-discovered  evidence,  will  assume  that  the 
judge  found  the  facts  correctly,  and  that  his  conclnuons  of  law  are  free 
from  errpr.  N,  Y.  Superior  Ct,^  1859,  Burnett  a.  Phalon,  4  Boew^ 
622. 

4.  New  trial  granted  on  the  ground  of  discovery  of  error  in  account- 
books  produced  on  the  trial.    Butterworth  a.  Warth,  4  Bosw^  623. 

5.  Newly-discovered  evidence  that  is  merely  cumulative,  is  not  g^ond 
for  a  new  trial.  J^.  Y.  Superior  Ct^  1859,  Burnett  a,  Phalon,  4 
Bosio^  622. 

6.  If  an  indictment  has  been  once  tried  in  the  Court  of  Sessions,  the 
second  trial  should  be  had  in  the  same  court,  unless  some  reason  is 
shown  to  the  Oyer  and  Terminer  for  allowing  the  trial  to  be  had  in  the 
latter  court    People  a.  Shepard,  Ante^  59. 

Motions  and  Orders. 

NEW  YORK  CITY. 

1.  Under  the  charter  of  the  city  of  New  York,  as  amended  in  1857 
(1  Latoe  of  1857,  874),  in  the  absence  of  the  mayor  from  the  city,  the 
president  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen  becomes  mayor  in  fact  for  ev^y 
purpose,  and  can  exercise  all  his  powers,  including  the  appointment 
and  removal  of  officers.    Devlin  a.  Piatt,  Ante,  398. 
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2*  The  major  has  no  power  to  nupend  the  chamberlain.  The  latter 
officer  is  only  the  ohief  of  a  bureau,  and  it- is  only  heads  of  depart- 
ments that  the  mayor  may  suspend.    lb. 

8.  The  counsel  of  the  Corporation  of  the  city  of  New  York  has  no  larger 
powers,  as  such,  to  bind  his  clients,  than  those  connected  with  the 
ordinary  relations  of  attorney  and  client.  People  and  Taylor  a.  Mayor, 
Ac,  of  New  York,  Jnte^  66. 

4.  The  want  of  the  written  consent  of  two-thirds  of  the  owners  of  prop- 
erty to  change  the  grade  of  the  streets,  is  not  a  sufficient  cause  within 
the  provisions  of  the  act  in  relation  to  frauds  in  assessments  for  local 
improvements  in  New  York  (Laws  of  1858, 574),  to  vacate  the  assess- 
ment for  paving  the  streets  after  such  grade  was  adopted. 

The  words  of  the  statute,  **  that  if  in  the  proceeding  relative  to  any 
assessment  or  assessments  for  local  improvements  in  the  city  of  New 
York, . .  .  any  fraud  or  legal  irregularity  shall  be  alleged  to  have  been 
committed,  the  p^y  aggrieved  may  apply,**  Ac,  cannot  by  any  fair 
interpretation  be  extended  beyond  the  initiatory  proceedings  to  order 
the  doing  of  the  work  for  which  the  assessment  is  to  be  made.  The 
changing  of  the  grade  in  streets  is  not  necessarily  a  proceeding  rela- 
tive to  the  subsequent  assessment  for  repaving,  rendered  necessary  by 
by  such  change  of  grade.  Supreme  Ct^  Sp,  jT.,  1859,  Matter  of  Buhler, 
19  Mow.  Pr.,  3IY. 

5.  It  eeemsj  that  if  the  Common  Council  should  pass  a  law  or  order  an 
improvement  for  which  they  had  no  authority,  and  the  whole  proceed- 
ing was  absolutely  void  and  without  jurisdiction,  all  subsequent  legis- 
lation founded  on  such  void  act,  must  also  be  irregular  and  void,  and 
in  such  a  case  this  act  might  be  resorted  to  for  relief  against  any 
assessment  so  imposed.    /&. 

(k  The  act  of  April  1?,  1860,  imposes  on  the  Supervisors  of  the  county 
of  New  York  the  duty  of  collecting  the  expenses  of  the  Commissioners 
of  Records.  People  on  reL  Commissioners  of  Records  a.  Supervisors  of 
New  York,  Ante,  114. 

MuKioiPAL  Corporation, 


NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS, 

1.  Under  the  present  enlarged  jurisdiction  of  the  New  York  Commo» 
Pleas  and  its  judges,  the  provision  of  Laws  of  1844,  30,  ch.  32, — de- 
daring  that  no  habeas  corpus  or  certiorari  shall  be  allowed,  removing 
a  proceeding  before  judgment  or  final  decision,  from  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas, — applies  not  only  to  proceedings  in  the  court,  but  also  to 
Vox.  XL— 34 
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bU  Baoh  prooeediDgs  m  bf  statute  are  autkaciied  (o  be  inatilotod  hdom 

.any  judge  of  the  oourL    Devlin  a.  Plait,  Ante^  898. 
2.  A  certiorari  addressed  to  a  judge  of  tlie  Comnoa  Pleas  to  tneoMTe 

proceedings  to  compel  the  delivery  of  boohs  and  papers  baloogiagtom 

-pnblio  office,  before  such  proceedings  bave  been  brought  to  a4icter- 

mination,  may  be  disregarded  as  a  nuJli^  byithe  judge  to  whom  k  is 

addressed.    lb. 
8.  Under  the  varions  provisions  .of  law  relating  to  the  New  York  Cbm- 

mon  Pleas,  an  aaiociate  judge  of  that  aourt  posaeises  the  ,power 

oonfened  by4he  Beviaed  Btatutas  upon  the  fint  judge  of  the -oaunl^  in 

ieq>eet  to  those  proceedings.    Ih. 
4.  What  costs  nsay  be  allowed  hy  the  OomuiQii  Pleas  ouiapfcal  froBithe 

Harine  Court    liswis  o.  Fox,  JnU^  -SSL 

ISsw  YoBX  Harivs  COUBT,  2,  8. 

NEW  YORK  DISTRICT  COURTS. 

An  action  may  be  brought  befora  any.justioe'wheM  the  plaintiff  lesides 
out  of  the  ci^  of  New  York.  H.  F.  Oam.  PL,  1880,  fiall  a.  Marier, 
19  JToss.  JV.,  488. 

NEW  YORK  MARINE  COURT. 

1.  The  act  of  1859,  giving  the  comptroller  power  to  take  all  necesaaiy 
means  to  open  collusive  and*  fraudulent  judgments  against  the  city, 
does  not  give  .to  the  Marine  Court  such  power.  Martin  a.  Mayor,  Ac, 
of  New  York,  Ante^  295. 

2.  Though  a  transcript  of  such  judgment  has  been  filed  in  the  county- 
clerk's  office,  the  Common  Pleas  have  no  power  to  open  the  judg- 
ment   lb, 

8.  The  provision  of  section  68  of  the  Code,  as  amended  in  1851,— ^thst 
judgments  in  such  a  court,  when  docketed  in  the  county-clerk*8  offios, 
shall  be  deemed  judgments  of  the  Common  Pleas, — ^means  that  they 
are  to  be  so  considered  simply,  for  the  puipose  of  enforcement    Ik 

4.  The  New  York  Marine  Court  cannot  open  judgments  rendered  by 
them,  unless  the  same  were  obtained  by  de&ult    lb, 

5.  What  costs  may  be  Allowed  by  the  Nidw  Yolk  Marine  Court  on 
i^peak.    Lewis  a.  Fox,  Ante^  281. 

NOTPICE. 

AmtiXi  84  AnAcmaMT,  8 ;  EzAxniAnox  or  Paetim,  1 ;  ExBOotiov, 

2 ;  FoaxoLOBUBSi  1, 2. 
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1.  Wbefe  pow€r  ,or  jarisdustion  are  delegated  »to  -ju^ -poj^lic  offioar  or 
tribanpil  over  ^  .8abject«iDaUery  aod  ito  exer^^  is  eei^ed  to  iu8  -or 
their  discretioo,  the  acts  so  done  are  l^ind^  and  yaiid  as  to  the  /lab- 
jectrmaiter, and  individoal  rightewill  aat  be  disttHrbedooUatecal^ for 
luij  thing,  done  in  the  evevciae  <if  th*t  discretion,  within  the^Aoth^ty 
and  power  coaftrred.  The  only  qnestions  whieh  c^  curiae  betwe«p  ^an 
individuiU  elaimipg  aright  nnd^  the  a^  done,  and  the  pnUic  or  any 
person  denying  its  validity,  are  ponrer  tntheaffioer ^and  finnd  in  the 
parly.  [6  Pet.,  jSOl.]  I^.  Y.  Superior. (H.,  ;lM9,Btaite^Hiohigan  a. 
.Fh<Bn^:  Bank,  4  Bqhb^  M3. 

S2.  The  powerto^reoiove  an  offioar  for  cause  isof 'adiserelioniury  or  jodi- 
ciel  natare, and,  unless  otherwise  specially  provided  by  law,  isnot the 
subjeot  of  eiEaoiination  or  review  by  any  other  tribunal  than  the.  one  in 
wbaeh  the.  power  is  vested,  either  in  respect  tp  the  cause,  or  in  respect 
to  its  s^afficienoy,  or  egcistonce,  or  in  any  respeot  whatever.  People  and 
P]al^«.SlQnt»  .411^17. 

6.  The  proceedings  given  by  1  Bev.  Stat,  d5B,'§  »;  ]i26,  §  5d,  to  epm- 
pd  delivery  of  effidal  books  and  pi^rs,  do  not  apply  to  a  ease 
where  there  is  a  feai  ^estien  of  title  to  the  office,  and  no  possession 
to  >any  praetical  purpoee  has  been  obtained  by  the  party  seeking  to  in- 
stitute the  pioceedings.     [6  Hill,  616;  14  Barb.,  806;  24  Ib^  567.] 
Wherever  a  person  is  in  the  office  eiercising  its  functions,  he  should  be 
entitled  to  take  this  pnoceeding  to  obtain  the  books  and*  papers ;  and,  on 
the  other  hand,  though  having  the  best  possible  right  to  an  office,  one 
should  not  have  possession  of  the  books  and  papers  by  this  proceeding, 
while  it  is  apparent  he  is  not  in  the  occupancy  of  the  offioe,  and.  not  in 
■%  condition* to  exercise  the  ianetions  of  it    A  party  in  possession  of  an 
office,  with  claim  or  color  of  title,  should  have  the  -custody  of  the  books 
and  papers;  and  a  party  out  of  possession  and  not  in  a  condition  to 
exercise  its  functions,  and  who  makes  no  attempt  to  perform  its  duties, 
should  not  have  these  incidents  and  appurtenances  to  the  offioe  until 
there  bss  been  a  trial  of  the  title  in  the  mode  provided  by  law,  and  his 
right  has  been  there  estaUished.    The  statate  is  only  applicable  where 
the  title  is  clear,  and  where  the  party  against  whom  the  proceeding  is 
taken  is  not  in  possession  under  color  of  a  legal  right  to  hold  the  office. 
Supreme  Ot^  Chambere^  1860,  Matter  of  Davis,  19  Mow.  Pr^  ^23. 
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PARTIES. 

1.  An  action  to  recoyer  the  poeeession  of  lands  must  be  brongbt  againat 
the  tenant  in  possesaion,  since,  as  well  as  before,  the  BeTised  Statutes. 
People  a.  Ambrecht,  Ante^  97. 

2.  An  action  by  a  married  woman  for  fraudulent  representationa,  whereby 
she  was  induced  to  sell  lands  which  were  her  separate  property,  and 
with  this  separate  property  to  purchase  certain  worthless  stock,  is 
properly  brought  by  her  alone  under  section  1 14  of  ihe  Code.  Supreme 
Ct^  1860,  Newbery  a.  Garland,  31  Barh^  121. 

8.  In  an  action  by  a  creditor  of  a  corporation  for  the  recovery  from  a 
stockholder  of  a  debt  of  the  corporation,  omission  to  make  the  corpo- 
ration a  party  is  not  gfound  for  demurrer.  It  is  only  where  the  parties 
are  united  in  interest  that  they  must  be  brought  in  by  the  plaintiff. 
In  other  cases,  if  necessary,  the  court  may  order  such  to  be  made 
parties.     Supnnu  Ct^  Sp.  7%  1859,  Perkins  a.  Church,  31  Barb^  84. 

4.  Where,  in  an  action  for  fraud  and  deceit  for  the  sale  ai  stock,  it 
appeared  that  defendant  sold  the  stock  through  H.,  as  his  agent,  and 
that  the  stock  purchased  by  plaintiff  through  H.  was  in  &ct  purchased 
by  defendant,  and  that  the  land  conveyed  by  plaintiff  in  payment  was 
received  by  H.  for  defendant,  and  subsequently  and  before  the  suit, 
conveyed  to  the  latter, — Held,  that  H.  was  not  a  necessary  party. 
Supreme  Ct^i  1860,  Newbery  a.  Garland,  31  Barb:,  121. 

5.  In  order  to  call  upon  the  court  to  set  aside  certain  provisions  of  an 
assignment,  and  to  carry  it  into  effect  as  thus  modified,  the  action 
must  be  brought  for  the  benefit  of  all  creditors  who  may  come  in  and 
contribute  to  its  eipenses..  Supreme  Ct^  Sp.  71,  1860,  Cox  a.  Piatt, 
l9ffow.Pr^  121. 

6.  The  devisees  in  remainder  of  premises  out  of  which  rent  issues,  may 
maintain  a  joint  action  against  the  executor  of  the  life  tenant  for  rent 
collected  by  him,  which  became  due  after  the  termination  of  the  lile 
estote.  Ct  of  Appeah^  1860,  Marshall  a.  Moeeley,  21 N.  T.  (7  Smith), 
280. 

7.  Where  an  owner  of  land  dies  leaving  a  widow  and  infant  heira^  any 
action  for  use  and  occupation,  or  injury  to  the  possession  must  be 
brought  by  the  widow  as  guardian  in  soccage.  Supreme  CL,  1857, 
Sylvester  a.  Ralson,  31  Barb.,  286. 

8.  In,  and  previous  to.  May,  1849,  there  existed  in  New  York  tiiree  un- 
incorporated associations  of  similar  objects,  viz. : — ^The  American  Prot- 
estant Society,  whose  object  was  to  diffuse  through  the  United  States 
the  principles  of  the  Protestant  Religion ; — ^The  Foreign  Evangelicsi 
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Society,  whose  object  was  to  promote  the  moral  and  religious  welfare 
of  the  inhabitants  of  foreign  Christian  countries ; — and  The  Christian 
Alliance,  whose  object  was  to  unite  Christians  of  all  denominations  in 
promoting  religious  freedom  and  knowledge  in  Papal  countries.  These 
associations  were  simultaneously  dissolved,  and  the  members  of  them 
associated  themselves  as  The  American  and  Foreign  Christian  Union, 
whose  object  was  declared  to  be  to  di£fuse  religious  liberty  and  pure 
Christianity  both  at  home  and  abroad,  where  a  corrupt  Christianity 
exists.  The  defendants*  testator,  who  died  shortly  before  the  union  of 
these  societies,  bequeathed  a  legacy  to  be  paid  in  six  years  from  his 
decease,  to  the  person  who  at  such  time  should  act  as  treasurer  of  the 
American  Protestant  Society,  the  first  above  named. 

Meld,  1.  That  the  new  society  sufficiently  represented  the  other  to 
be  entitled  to  the  legacy. 

2.  That  an  action  to  recover  it  must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the 
treasurer  of  the  new  society,  he  being  the  real  party  in  interest  De 
Witt  a.  Chandler,  Jnte^  459. 

9.  The  president  of  such  an  association  may,  under  the  acts  of  1849  and 
1851,  maintain  actions  on  behalf  of  the  association ;  and  if  the  legacy 
had  been  to  the  association  instead  of  the  treasurer,  the  president 
might  recover  thereon.    Jb, 

10.  The  objection  that  such  an  action  was  brought  in  the  name  of  the 
president  instead  of  the  treasurer,  need  not  be  taken  by  demurrer  or 
answer,  but  may  be  taken  on  the  trial  on  the  ground  that  the  facts 
do  not  constitute  a  cause  of  action.    Jb, 

11.  Although  the  complaint  in  such  an  action,  among  other  relief,  de- 
mands the  appointment  of  a  trustee  to  receive  the  legacy,  if  such  ap- 
pointment should  be  ^judged  necessary,  the  court  will  not  deem  that 
a  proper  subject  to  be  passed  on  in  a  suit  framed  for  the  main  purpose 
of  obtaining  payment  of  the  legacy  to  the  existing  treasurer.    lb. 

12.  In  such  case  the  order  dismiasing  the  complaint  should  be  without 
prejudice  to  a  new  action.    lb. 

18.  The  court  will  not  order  new  parties-defendant  to  be  brought  in 
against  the  will  of  the  plaintiff^  unless  their  presence  is  necessary  to 
the  determination  of  the  action.    Sawyer  a.  Chambers,  Ante^  110. 

14.  A  judgment  declaring  the  rights  of  parties  in  a  fond  in  court,  re- 
versed because  persons  who  made  claims  upon  it  were  not  made  parties. 
Valentine  a.  Wetherill,  31  Barb.^  655. 

Crxdito&'s  Aotzov,  7 ;  Dxuurrkr,  2 ;  iNjUNonov,  4 ;  Judombht, 

1,  2,  8. 
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PARTITION. 

1.  Even  if  Ae  promfom  of  2  Revised  Statatet,  317, — ^relatSng*  to  pro- 
oe«dittg8  for  partition  at  law,  upon  petiUon,— -cati  be  deemed  applicable 
to  acdons  nnder  the  Code,  those  provision^  only  require  ilodce  of  ap- 
pointment of  guardians  to  be  served'  on  resident  minors,  not  on  non- 
residents.   RogeiiB  a.  McLean,  Ahie^  440. 

2.  One  of  several  heirs  who  maintains  proctedingsfbr  the  protection  of 
the  estate,  on-  the  promises  of  the  others  to  share  the  expense,  does 

'  not  acquire  thereby  a  lien  for  disbursements  so  incun^  against  their 
interests  in  the  estate,  which  can  be  recognised  in  his  action  fbr  par- 
tition.   Bulen  a,  Burdell,  Ants,  SBl. 

SlBYIOXy  2. 

PARTNERSHIP. 

What  fiicts  will  raise  a  presumption  that  a  partner  was  cognizant  of 
and  assenUng  to  fraud  committed  by  his  copartners.  Townsend  a. 
Bogart,  AnUf  355. 

PLEADING. 

1.  Befoi^  the  doutt  ciitt-  take  notice  of  the  rqiulalSons  of  particriar  re- 
ligious denominations,  or  their  nature  or  eflbct,  l^eir  existence'  should 
be  properly  averred  and  proved  as  matter  of  &ct  Supretm  Ci^  1859", 
Youngs  a.  Ransom,  31  Barh^  49. 

i.  Fraud  committed  through  aik  agent  is  well  ^fiaVed  in  pteadfng  as  thai 
of  the  jinncipal.  I)P  this  were  otherwise,  and  it  appeared  lit  the  trial 
to  be  that  of  an  ttgeti  without  any  participation  of  his  principal,  die 
variance  is  the  subject  of  limendmeut,  and  will  be  disregarded*  upon  ap 
peal.   Ct.  of  Appeals^  1 860,  Bennett  a.  Judson,  21  IT.  T.  (7  Smith),  288. 

9.  In  pleading  a  statute  which  is  of  such  a  nature  that  a  three-fifth*  vote 
is  required  to  pass  it,  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  such  a  vote- was 
had.  An  averment  that  the  statute  was  passed  is  sufficient  on  de- 
murrer.   Wolfd  (t.  Supervisors  of  Richmond^  Ante,  270. 

4,  Irrelevancy  in  pleading  as  used  in  the  Code,  like  imnerfiikence  as 
used  in  Chancery  practice,  comprehends  botb  prolixity  or  needlesi 
details  of  material  matter,  and  matter  out  of  which  bo  cause  of  action 
or  defence  could  arise  between  tho  parties  in  the  •  particular  suit.  Lee 
Bank  a.  Eitching,  Ante^  435. 

5.  A  complaint  in  an  action  agunst  a  sheriff  for  the  escape  from  hit 
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custody  of  a  person  arrested  by  him  upon  a  process  for  contempt, 
which  alleges  that  the  sheriff  ^suffered  and  permitted  such  person  to 
escape  and  go  at  Ifurge,'*  states  a  volantary,  and  not  a  negligent  es* 
cape ;  and  an  answer  which  avers  that  such  person  **  may  have  wrong- 
fully and  privily,  and  without  the  knowledge,  permission,  or  consent 
of  this  defendant,  escaped,"  Ac.,,  and  that  "  if  he  did  so  escape,  be 
afterwards"  returned  into  custody,  <fec.,  is  insufficient  as  a  pleadings  as  it 
does  not  deny,  either  generally  or  specifically,  the  allegation  that  the 
sheriff  permitted  the  prisoner  to  escape^  H,  T^  Superior  (7<.,  1869, 
Loosey  a.  Orser,  4  Bosw.,  891. 
6b  The  plea  of  nMs  est  factum,  did  not  admit  the  plaintiff's  damages. 
Skjureme  Ct^  1857,  Banneti  a.  Biown^  31  Barb^  158. 

AifiHDifBNT;  Anbwvb;  Bill  of  Partioulars;  Complaint;  I)!aMim- 

bir;  Jubtboss'  Covbis^  1 ;  Parcts,  9',  1^. 

PEINCIPAL  AND  SUKKTY. 

1*  There  is  m  yery  Material  distinotiQn  betwwn  the  omission  to  pronoiite 
the  principal  debtdb  altogethe?,  and  the  omission  to  prosecute  within 
a  raasoaable  time^  and  with  due  diligence*  A  Tesaonable  time  ia  not  a 
definite  time,  and  must  always  depoid  upon  the  particular  aiffCBn- 
■lances  of  the  case.  It  umtut,  that  a  delay  that  is  not  pittjndidal  is 
not  unreasonable.  Supreme  Ct^  1860,  Gallagher  a.  White,  31 
Barb.,  92. 

2.  The  surety  is  released,  if  the  principals  vary  the  contract  without  the 
surety^s  consent    Henderson  a,  Marvin,  Ante,  142. 

3.  The  shortening,  by  the  principals,  of  the  stipulated  time  of  credit,  dis- 
ehargea  the  surety,.— ^Sb  held,,  where  tha  cxedLtor  sued  before  tha  ex.* 
piration  of  tha  tima  originally  stipulated.    lb. 

PROCESS. 

1.  A  subpoena  to  testify  as  a  witness,  is  a  '^process^  within  the  meaning 
of  2  Rev.  Stat.,.287„§  10, — prohibiting  any  person  act  the  general 
law-partner  of  an  attorney,  or  a  clerk  ia  his  office,  from  suing,  out  any 
process,  &c^  in  the  name  of  such  attorney.  The  statute  was  obviously 
intended  to  include  every  process  which,  by  being  served  upon  the 
party  named  in  it,  would  give  the  court  or  officer  before  whom  any 
proceeding  was  had,  Jurisdiction  over  saah  person.  Supreme  Ct^  1860, 
Yorks  a.  Peck,  31  Barb.,  350. 

2»  The  £sct  that  the  attorney  whose*  name  was  used,  was.  ignorant  of  tha. 
use  of  it,  does  not  affect  the  liability  of  the  party  using  it.,    ii.. 
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PROTEST, 

1.  Mode  of  serving  notice  of  protest  in  cities.  Davenport  a.  Gilbert,  4 
Bosw^  532. 

2.  Notice  to  an  indoner  of  a  note,  o^  non-payment  thereof,  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  charge  him.  He  must  have  notice  of  presentment  or  demand 
and  non-payment.    Paquioqne  Bank  a.  Martin,  Ante^  291. 

QUESTIONS  OF  LAW  AND  FACTT. 

1.  Negb'gence  is  in  all  instances  a  question  of  fact,  and  it  is  only  where 
a  question  of  fact  is  entirely  free  from  doubt  that  the  court  has  a  right 
to  apply  the  law  without  the  action  of  the  jury.  Supreme  Ci^  1860, 
Bernhardt  a.  Rensselaer  k  Saratoga  Railroad  0o.,.19  How,  Pr.^  199. 

2.  Whether  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  in  a  proceeding  by  way  of  interven- 
tion to  claim  goods  which  are  attached  by  the  defendant  as  the  prop- 
erty of  a  third  person  is,  by  the  laws  of  a  foreign  State,  a  bar  to  an 
action  by  the  intercessor  for  damages  for  taking  the  goods,  is  a  qnea- 
tion  of  fact  to  be  proved,  and  the  court  will  At,  on  application  for 
leave  to  put  in  a  supplemental  answer  to  set  up  such  a  judgment  ren- 
dered after  the  former  answer,  undertake  to  determine  that  question 
upon  conflicting  affidavits.  N,  F.  Superior  Gi^  Sp,  T^  1859,  Bate 
a.  FeUowetf  4  Boew^  638. 

CORPOBATIOH,  4. 

RAILROAD  COMPANIES. 

A  railroad  company,  formed  under  the  general  railroad  law  of  this  State, 
have  not  a  right  to  abandon  any  portion  of  their  road  whenever  they 
choose.    People  a.  Albany  k  Vermont  Railroad  Co.,  Jnie^  186. 

RECEIVER. 

1.  To  warrant  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  before  judgment  under  the 
Code,  both  a  prima-fade  right  to  the  property  which  is  the  subject  of 
the  action,  and  which  is  in  the  possession  of  the  adverse  party ;  and, 
also,  as  matter  of  fact,  that  ^  the  property,  or  its  rents  and  profits,  are 
in  danger  of  being  lost  or  materially  injured  or  impaired,  must  be 
shown."  Supreme  Ct^  Sp.  T^  1869,  People  a.  Mayor,  Ac,  of  New 
York,  19  ffow.  Pr^  289. 

2.  An  order  appointing  a  receiver  of  a  railroad  corporation  under  fore- 
closure of  a  mortgage,  which  authorized  him  **  to  pay  thi  amounia  due 
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and  maturing  for  materials  and  supplies  about  the  operation  and  for  the 
use  of  said  road," — construed  to  confine  such  payments  to  persons  who 
had  furnished  materials  within  ajihort  time  previous,  for  repairing  or 
operating  the  road,  and  not  as  extending  to  any  claims  for  materials 
furnished  at  any  time  previous,  either  for  construction  or  any  other 
purpose,  especially  after  such  claims  had  matured,  had  changed  into 
promissory  notes,  and  the  notes  had  been  sold  in  the  market^  and.from 
time  to  time  renewed.  Supreme  Ct^  Sp.  21,  1860,  Brown  a.  New 
York  ds  Erie  Raihroad  Co.,  19  ffow.  Pr^  84. 

Contempt  1 ;  Corporation,  5,  6 '  Forxolosurs,  3. 

REFERENCE. 

1.  Even  in  a  case  proper  for  a  reference,  the  consent  of  the  parties  to 
refer  a  cause,  and  a  memorandum  of  the  judge  upon  his  calendar  that 
the  cause  had  been  referred,  naming  the  referee,  does  not  constitute 
the  referee  an  officer  or  tribunal  with  the  power  of  administering  a  legal 
oath.  There  must  be  an  order  of  the  court  appointing  him  a  referee; 
and  an  order  entered  after  the  proceedings  before  him  are  over,  doea 
not  give  effect  to  an  oath  administered  by  him  in  those  proceedings. 
Supreme  Ct^  1860,  Bonner  a.  McPhail,  81  Barb.,  106. 

2.  When  an  action  is  terminated  either  by  a  judgment  of  the  court,  in 
favor  of  the  defendants,  or  by  voluntary  discontinuance  of  the  plaintiff, 
a  reference  to  ascertain  the  damages  which  the  defendants  have  sus- 
tained by  reason  of  an  injunction  issued  therein,  is  proper.  [1  Duer, 
664.]  But  an  order  made  before  that  may  be  sustained,  if  made  in 
order  to  inform  the  court  as  to  the  terms  upon  which  it  would  be 
proper  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  discontinue.  Supreme  Ci^  Sp.  T^ 
1860,  Taaks  a.  Schmidt,  19  Hwo.  Pr^  413. 

Appeal,  14. 

RELIGIOUS  CORPORATION. 

1.  The  rights  of  owners  of  burial  vaults  in  churchyards,  in  cities,  in  re- 
spect to  resisting  a  sale  of  the  premises  by  the  church.  Richards  a. 
Northwest  Dutch  Church,  Anie^  80. 

2.  Of  elections  in  religious  corporations.  People  o»  reL  Hartt  a.  White, 
AnU  168. 

REMOVAL  OF  CAUSES. 

A  motion  to  discharge  an  order  of  arrest, — Held,  an  entry  of  appearanoa 
which  would  preclude  defendant  from  removing  the  cause  to  a  Federal 
court    Dart  a.  Amis,  19  How.  Pr^  429. 
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BEPLT. 

!•■  A  counter-claim  is  in  the  nature  of  a  complunt  in  a  cross-action.  In 
an  action  for  taking  or  converting  personal  property,  it  is  not  necessarj 
for  a  defendant  to  denj  the  amount  of  value  or  the  allegation  of  dam- 
age. They  roust  be  proved  on  an  assessment,  although  the  defendant 
puts  in  no  answer.  [2  E.  D.  Smith,  314.]  Hence,  if  such  a  demand 
is  set  up  as  a  counter-claim,  omission  to  reply  does  not  admit  the  valne 
of  the  property  or  the  damages.  N.  T.  Superior  Cl^  1859,  McEensie 
a.  Farrell,  4  Bo9W.^  192. 

2.  That  a  mere  denial  that  defendant  is  entitled  to  any  anm,  admits  the 
&cts  which  he  seta  up  as  a  counterK^laim.    lb. 

RES  ADJUDPCATA. 

1.  How  fa^  the  right  of  »  coatodiani,  tci  whom  ehildcan  aro.  committed  by 
their  father  by  deed  or  will,  is  boond  by  ».  determination  of  asurrogste 
sppointing  a  guardian  fbr  them.  People  a»  Eearney|.31  Barh^  430; 
&  €.,  19  Horn.  Pr^  493» 

2.  The  decision  of  a  referee  on  a<|iraBtion  within  the  poweF  of  the  court 
to  direct  to  be  determined  by  a  reference,  and  which  might  be  reviewed 
by  appeal,r-«.  ^*,  oa  a  qnastion  of  the  settlament  of  the  acooanta  of  a 
receiver,— ia  a  determination,  which^  when  made  an  order  of  the  courti 
is*  conclusive  oo  the  parties  aa  rss  odjudHata.    Demaceat  a.  Daig, 

SECURITT  FOR  COSTS. 

In  an  action  brought  by  a  non-resident  assignee  in  trust  fbrthebeoefttrof 
creditors,  the  court  may,  in  it»' discretion,  require  security  for  costs,  and 
this  after  the  plaintiflf  has  taken  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  entered 
against  him  in  the  action.  ilT.  Y.  Supmof  Ct^  Sp.  71, 1860,  Ranney 
«.  Stiinffu-y  4  Bono^  663. 

SERVICE  (iLvn  Proof  of). 

1.  The  mere  fact  that  process  was  served  on  Saturday  on  a  persbn  who 
keeps  that  day  as  holy,  does  not  render  the  judgment  thereon  void, 
Marks  a.  Wilson,  ^uto,  8T. 

9.  AfWr  oommenoement  of  aiL  action  for  partition,  by  aerviee  of  amnmona 
•A  some  of  the  defendants*  the  gfineral  guardian,  or  committee  of  aa 
infant  lunatic  who  is  named  aa  a  party  and  is  interested  in  the  sobjeet* 
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matter,  msj  apply  to  the  court  for  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  cul 
Utem-  for  such  infant  lunatic,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Code.  Per- 
sonal service  on  such  infant  lunatic  is  not  necessary.  Rogers  a. 
McLean,  Ante,  440. 
d.  If  the  petition  of  the  committee  in  such  case  doetf  not  show  that  the 
infant  lunatic  resided  with  the  petitioner,  or  was  under  his  charge  or 
custody,  such  omission,  if  it  be  a  defect,  ma^  be  cured  by  amend- 
ment after  judgment;    lb, 

4.  An  affidavit  of  the  non-residence  of  certain  defendants,  on  information 
and  belief,-— J3e2(f,  sufficient  to  sustain  an  order  for  service  b^  public»- 
tion  founded  on  it    Van  Wyck  a.  Hardf,  Ante^  473: 

5.  An  affidavit  made  to  obtain  an  order  for  service  of  summons  by  pub- 
lication, is  insufficient  tb  sustain  an  order  which  directs  publication 
merely,  without  directing  service  by  mail,  unless  such  affidavit  shows 
ihe  fact  of  plaintiff's  inability^  to  discover  tiie  place  of  residence  of  the 
defendant  sought  to  be  served.    Cook  a,  Parmer,  Ante^  40; 

6.  An  order  made  on  such  a  defective  affidavit  is  without  jturisdio- 
tion.  <  lb. 

?.  An  order  for  service  by  publication  granted  on  the  I8th,  directed' the 
suinmons  to  be  mailed  forthwith. 

ffeldy  that  a  delay  in  mailing  till  the  22d,  caused  by  waiting  to 
have  the  papeiB  printed,  did  not  render  the  service  irregular.  Tan 
Wyck  a.  Hardy,  Ante^  473. 

SET-OFF. 

1.  A  stockholder  in  a  building  company  fbrmed  under  chapter  lil2  of  the 
Laws  of  1851,  who  has  made  advances  or  incurred  liabilities  for  the 
benefit  of  the  corporation,  may,  when  caHed  upon  to  respond  to  his 
statutory  liability,  set  off  such  advances  or  liabilities  in  extinguishment 
thereof,    Remington  a.  King,  Ante,  278. 

2.  A  member  of  a  mutual  marine  insurance  company  cannot,  upon  its 
insolvency,  set  off  against  his  indebtedness  for  premiums  due  upon 
policies,  a  loss  sustuned  by  him,  adjusted  and  payable  by  the  company. 
CL  of  Appeals^  1880,  Lawrenco  a.  Nelson,  21  IT.  F.  (7  Smith),  158. 
See  also  Lawrence  a.  Nelson,  4  Basvf^y  241. 

SHERIFF. 

1.  Where  a  sheriff  has  levied  an  execution  upon  property,  and  it  is  taken 
from  his  possession  under  an  action  in  the  nature  of  replevin,  m  which 
he  afterwards  obtains  judgment,  it  is  his  duty  to  prosecute  the  sureties 
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in  the  undertaking  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  latter  action,  without  re- 
quiring from  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution  in  the  former  action,  anj  in- 
demnity as  a  condition  of  his  prosecuting  the  undertaking.  The  under- 
taking which  he  receives  where  property  is  thus  taken  from  his  custody, 
becomes  the  equivalent  of  the  property,  and  though  in  form  it  may 
run  to  the  coroner,  the  sheriff  must  enforce  it.  Ct,  ofAppeals^  1860, 
Swezey  a.  Lott,  21  N.  Y.  (7  Smith),  481. 

2.  Of  the  liability  of  the  sheriff  for  the  safe-keeping  of  the  property  in  his 
custody.    Moore  a.  Westervelt,  ^\  N.T,  (7  Sndth),  103. 

S.  It  is  a  breach  of  public  duty  for  the  sheriff  or  a  referee,  in  any  case  to 
suffer  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  to  take  into  his  own  hands  the 
proceeds  of  a  sale,  and  deal  with  and  dispose  of  them  at  his  pleasure, 
and  at  the  time  most  suitable  to  his  convenience.  Supreme  Ct,  1860, 
Van  Tassel  a.  Yan  Tassel,  31  Barh^  439. 

4.  Under  the  Code,  the  liability  of  a  sheriff  who  arrests  a  defendant,  and 
takes  bail  who  fail  to  justify,  is  the  same  that  the  liability  of  the  bail 
would  have  been ;  and  this  rule  applies  to  the  case  of  an  arrest  under 
subdivision  3,  of  section  179,  in  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  personal 
property,  where  the  undertaking  of  the  bail  is  to  pay  such  judgment 
as  shall,  for  any  cause,  be  recovered  against  the  defendant.  iT.  Y,  Stu- 
perior  Ct^  1859,  Gallarati  a.  Orser,  4  Bosw^  94. 

5.  In  such  case  the  issue  and  return  of  an  execution  against  defendant's 
person  is  not  necessary  to  charge  the  sheriff.    Ih, 

6.  The  provision  of  2  Revised  Statutes,  437,  §  63, — giving  an  action  of 
debt  against  the  sheriff  for  an  escape  from  final  process, — is  still  in 
substance  in  force ;  and  the  sheriff  may  be  held  liable  in  a  similar  ac- 
tion under  the  Code,  for  the  judgment  for  which  the  prisoner  was 
committed.  Barnes  a.  Willett,  Ante,  225  ;  N,  Y.  Superior  Ct^  1859, 
Ren  wick  a.  Orser,  4  Boaw.,  384 ;  Sp.  T.,  1860,  McCreery  a.  Willett, 
Ib^  643  ;  and  see  Loosey  a.  Orser,  Ib^  391. 

7.  A  sheriff  who  does  not  return  an  execution  is,  prima  facie,  liable  for 
the  debt,  but  may  mitigate  the  damages  by  showing  that  the  defend- 
ant had  no  property  on  which  the  judgment  could  be  levied.  Where 
there  was  sufficient  property,  and  he  has  not  made  the  money  nor  re- 
turned the  execution,  nor  shown  any  sufficient  reason  why  he  has  not 
done  so,  he  is  chargeable  with  the  debt.  [1  Hill,  275 ;  6  lb.,  550 ; 
4  Saxidt,  67  ;  S.  C,  3  Scld.,  550.]  Ct.  of  Appeals,  1860,  Sweiey  a. 
Lott,  21  N.  Y.  (7  Smith),  481. 

8.  In  an  action  founded  on  the  statute,  as  diBtinguished  from  a  mere  ao* 
taon  for  damages,  the  sheriff  cannot  interpose  as  a  defence  the  insolvency 
or  poverty  of  the  prisoner.  Barnes  a.  Willett,  Ante,  225 ;  If.  F.  Su- 
perior  Ct.^  Sp.  T;  1860,  McCreery  a.  Willett,  4  ^ow.,  643. 
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9.  In  an  action  against  the  sheriflf  for  the  escape  of  a  person  arrested  by 
him  upon  an  execution  against  the  body  of  such  person,  it  is  no  de- 
fence that  such  execution  was  issued  before  one  against  the  property 
of  snch  person  had  been  issued,  and  returned  unsatisfied.  The  issuing 
of  a  ca.  <a.  before  the  return  of  a  fi,  fa.  unsatisfied,  is  an  irreguUrity, 
merely,  and  does  not  make  the  ca.  m.  void.  [18  Johns.,  529,  878 ; 
8  Cow.,  192  ;  8  Wend.,  645  ;  2  Hill,  378,  354  ;  Grab.  Pr.,  364 ;  6 
How.  Pr.,  73.]  i\r.  F.  Superior  Ct.^  1859,  Renwick  o.  Orser,  4 
Bo8W^  384. 

Answer,  3 ;  (Touktt,  1 ;  Desd,  1 ;  Limitations,  1. 


SLANDER. 

In  an  action  of  slander,  where  the  words,  charging  plaintiff  with  giving 
fietlse  testimony,  are  not  actionable  in  themselves,  it  is  incumbent  on 
the  plaintiff  to  show  that  they  were  spoken  in  reference  to  a  judicial 
proceeding  before  a  court  or  oflScer  of  competent  jurisdiction.  Su' 
pnrM  Ct^  1860,  Bonnar  a.  McPhail,  ^1  Barb^  106. 

SPECIAL  PROCEEDING. 

An  application  for  admission  to  practise  as  an  attorney,  is  a  remedy  of 
the  class  of  special  proceedings ;  and  an  appeal  lies  to  the  Court  of 
Appeals  from  an  order  of  the  court  denying  such  application.  Matter 
of  Uie  Graduates,  Ante^  301. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

1.  A  provision  in  articles  of  copartnership  for,  a  sale  of  trade-mark  at 
auction  on  dissolution,  and  that  the  parties  might  bid  for  it  among 
themselves, — ffeld^  enforceable  specifically.  Supreme  Ct.^  Sp.  T^  1860, 
Comstock  a.  White,  31  Barb,,  301. 

2.  Either  party  allowed  to  amend  by  inserting  a  demand  for  such  re- 
lief;   lb. 

STATUTES. 

1.  A  contract  prohibited  by  statute,  and  entered  into  while  the  prohibit- 
ing statute  is  in  force,  is  not  rendered  valid  by  a  subsequent  repeal  of 
the  statute.  Washburn  a.  Franklin,  Ante,  93 ;  but  compare  to  the 
contrary,  Central  Bank  a.  Empire  Stone-Dressing  Co.,  26  Barb.^  23. 

2.  Although  a  statute  under  wbich  public  expenses  are  incurred,  may  be 
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nncoiiatitutioQa],  a  tax  nuiy  proporly  be  levied  to  meet  the  eipeoMi. 
.People  on  rtL  Com miHMonen  of  Beoordi  a.fiaperviM>n'Of  Nenr  York, 
AnU,  114. 
S.  The  power,  of  the  goreraor  to  approve  and  sign  a  bill  presented  to 
him  .within  ten  daya  prsvioni  to  the  adjoamment  of  the  Legielatore, 
does  not  oeaae.with  the  adjooroment  Ot.  9f  AfpnJU^  1860,  The 
People  JO.  Bowea,  %\JSf.  T.{1  Smiih),  611. 

STAY  OF  PROCEEDINGS. 

SXIMMARY  PROCEEDINGS, 

1.  Under  2  Revised  Statutes,  513,  §  28, — ^providing  that  any  teoant-at-will 
or  at  sufferance,  or  for  any  part  of  a  year,  or  for  one  or  more  years^  of 
houses  or  lands,  may  be  removed  summarily,  where  he  shall  hold  over 
and  continue  in  possession  of  the  same  after  the  expiration  of  his  tenot 
without  the  permission  of  the  landlord  ;•— -and  under  1  Revised  Statutes, 
?^^>  §  7i — ^requiring  no  notice  to  remove,  except  where  the  holding  is 
at  will  or  by  sufferance,  and  then  requiring  one  month's  notice  in  writ- 
ing,— ^a  tenant  from  year  to  year  is  clearly  a  tenant  for  one  or  more 
years.;  hence,  as  no  potice  to  quit  is  required  by  the  Revised  Statutes 
to  be  given  t^  a  tenant  for  one  or  more  years,  to  authorize  summary 
proceedings  for  his  removal,  none  need  be  given  to  a  tenant  from  year 
to  year,  but  he  may  be  proceeded  against  in  a  smnmaiy  manner,  for 
holding  over  after  the  expiration  of  his  term,  without  six  or  one  month's 
previous  notice.  [8  Cow.,  13 ;  4  Kent's  Com.,  9  ed.,  129,  ISO ;  14  Bark, 
265.]     Supreme  Ot^  Sp.  7.,  1860,  Park  a.  Castle,  19  How.  Pr^  29. 

2.  The  term  of  ji  tenant  from  year  to  year,  should  be  regarded,  as  ended, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Revised  -fitatutes  authorizing  the  summ.4ry 

'  removal  of  tenants,  at  the  expiration  of  each  year  he  holds  ov^r  |he 
original  term.  When  a  tenant  for  a  year,  or  for  one  or  more  years, 
holds  over  after  the  expiration  of  his  term,  without  any  express  agiee> 
ment,  but  with  the  assent  of  his  landlord,  the  law  implifis  that  he 
holds  the  premises  upon  the  former  terms  for  another  year,  [l  Den., 
113  ;  13  Wend.,  479 ;  8  Cow.,  226 ;  3  Hill,  547.]  Hence  he  may  be 
turned  out  of  possession  summarily,  without  any  previous  notice,  at  the 
end  of  any  year  he  so  holda  over,  beoanse  his  term,- that  the  law  Axes 
for  him,  then  expises,'a«d  he  known,  without  nolioe,  that  be  cannot 
continue  in  poesecoion  longer,  oaleM  he  kae  perayBiioD  frem  hn  land* 
lonL    lb. 

iMDirOTIOfV. 
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SUMMONS. 

1.  An  action  brought,  not  to  recover  aspeoifioffiim  of  money  doe  or^sy* 
abk  upon  an  eapreas  or  implied  contract,  init  to  TOoover  damages  for 
the  Bon-f)erforma&oe  of  the  covenanto  contained  in  a  lease  to  mark  and 
lill  a  &rm  in  a  good  and  workmanlike  manner,  it  iiot«tt  action  brought 
^forthe  Toooverj  of  money,"  within  tiie  true  intent  mud  meaning  of 
that  phrase  in  flubdiraion  1  of  section  129,  and  in  section  246,  of  the 
Code.  [1  Code  R^  126 ;  14  How.  Pr^  454^  d96.]  Supreme  Ot^  1859, 
Oobb  a.  Dunkin,  19  Mom.  Pr.,  164. 

2.  Where,  in  senriee  by  pablication,  the  summoas,  as  pobhshed,  was 
dated  Few  York,  and  stated  that  'the  comphunt  'Hiaa  iiled  in  the 
xderk^  office  in  that  oitjr  ;-— 

Meldy  that  designating  the  place  of  the  cffioe  of  the  atfeoniey  by  atMct 
waA  number,  withont  adding  tbe  name  of  the  dty,  did  not  raider  it 
¥oid.    Yan  Wyek  a.  Hardy,  jIiiIs,  478. 

AiaSSDMJLSTf  X 

« 

SUNDAY. 

1.  That  judicial  proceedings  on  Sunday  ace  Yoid.at  oommon  law.  Merritt 
a.  Earle,  81  JBarh^  88. 

2.  When,  from  accident  or  mutual  error,  the  day  of  fuifilliog  an  agree- 
ment &lls  on  Sunday,  the  party  may  defer  its  performance  to  the  ensu- 
ing Monday  without  impairing  a  right  or  incurring  a  forfeiture.  i\r.  IT. 
Superior  Ct^^  1859,  Campbell  a.  International  Life  Assuranee  Society, 
4  Boiw.f  298. 

Skryiob. 

* 

SUPPLEMENTAL  PLEADINO. 
AjiswBt,  15:;  CoiiVLAiirr,  19;  Goaia,  11. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  PROCEEDINGS. 

1.  fiaaminations  on  supplementary  prooeedingB  to  a  judgment  can  only 
be  eattended  to  the  discovery  of  tiie.proper^  in  the  possession  or  oon- 
trol  of  thedefimdaoit,  which  he  can  deliver  orer.  If  the  property  is  in 
the  possession  of  another  chnmingtitie,  no  matter  how  fraudulmtthe 
transfer,  no  order  ean  be  made  to  compel  him  to  deliver  it,  and  thexe- 
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fore  no  questions  can  be  pat  to  the  debtor  or  a  witness  to  disooTor  or 
prove  the  fraud.  H.  T.  Superior  Ct^  Sp,  T.^  1860,  Town  a.  Safe- 
guard Insurance  Company,  4  Bosw.^  683. 

2.  Several  creditors*  actions  were  brought  against  defendants  and  their 
assignee,  and  the  assignment  was  set  aside  and  a  receiver  appointed, 
who  duly  qualified.  After  the  commencement  of  these  actions,  and 
after  receiver  appointed  and  judgment  recovered  in  one  of  them,  but 
before  judgment  in  the  others,  C.  commenced  supplementary  proceed- 
ings against  the  same  defendant,  and  had  the  same  receiver  appointed, 
and  by  consent  of  parties  he  gave  no  new  bond,  they  agreeing  to 
consider  his  bond  in  the  creditors'  action  as  suBkient.  Subsequently 
to  the  commencement  of  these  supplementary  proceedings,  other  cred- 
itors commenced  creditors'  actions,  in  which  they  had  similar  judgments, 
which  were  recovered  after  the  order  appointing  the  receiver  in  the 
supplementary  proceedings. 

Heldj  That  C.  had  not  obtained  any  lien  on  the  funds  in  the  hands 
of  the  receiver  appointed  in  the  actions  brought  to  set  aside  the 
assignment.  As  against  all  the  world  except  creditors,  proceeding 
directly  to  attack  such  assignment,  the  assignee  is  the  owner  of  such 
assets,  and  the  receiver  \a  bound  to  pay  them  to  him,  unless  a  creditor 
intervene  and  commence  a  suit  to  vacate  the  assignment  as  against 
him.  C.  only  obtained  such  a  lien  as  proceedings  in  a  supplementary 
examination  of  a  judgment-debtor  could  give  him,  which  is  no  more 
than  such  debtor  could  voluntarily  give  him,  and  he  (the  debtor)  could 
not  deprive  the  assignee  of  his  rights.  J\r.  F.  Superior  Ct^  Sp,  T^ 
1860,  Conger  a.  Sands,  19  Row.  Pr^  8. 

8.  li  eeems,  too,  that  the  receiver  must  give  bond  before  any  lien  can  be 
acquired.    Ih, 

Appxal,  7. 

SUPREME  COURT. 

1.  The  court  should  not  disr^^rd  a  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  on 
the  ground  that  that  court  overlooked  an  important  consideration,  but 
should  leave  it  to  that  court  to  correct  the  error.  Supreme  CL^  1857, 
Burton  a.  Baker,  31  Barb,^  241. 

2.  The  Supreme  Court  have  not  power  by  certiorari  to  arrest  a  special 
proceeding, — e.  ^.,  proceedings  to  compel  delivery  of  official  books  and 
papers,  under  1  Rev.  Stot,  124,  g§  50-53,— instituted  before  a  judge 
of  another  court  sitting  at  chambers,  prior  to  atay  final  determination 
being  made  of  the  matter  involved.    Devlin  a.  Piatt,  AnUy  398. 

8«  The  power  of  the  Supreme  Court  over  the  admission  of  attorn^  is 
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not  beyond  the  control  of  thQ  Legislature*    Matter  of  the  Graduates, 

.  Ante,  301. 

4.  The  i^ct  of  April,  1852,— Zaw  qf  1852, 592,  g  7,— is  unconstitutional 
ao  4r  as  it  assumes  to  authorize  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  raise  by 
tax,  and  pay,  an  additional  compensation  to  the  justices  of  the  first 
judicial  district  in  office  at  the  time  of  its  passage,  f'eople  oq  reL 
Mitchell  a.  Haws,  Antij  261, 

JURISDIOTION. 


SURROGATES'  COUBTS. 

1«  Sorrogaies'  Courts  are  courts  of  peculiar  and  special  jurisdiction.  [10 
Baib.,  808;  6  Ib.,v852;  26  lb.,  816.]  They  can  only  exercise  the  juris-  ^ 
dietion  and  powers  conferred  upon  them  by  statute  [1  Kern.,  824 ;  3 
Bev.  Stat,  5  ed.,  862,  §  1] ;  and  if  the  statutes  regulating  their  juris- 
diction and  prescribing  their  powers,  when  &Torably  construed,  fiul  to 
confer  the  authority  claimed,  it  does  not  exist  [14  Wend.,  48 ;  1 
Kern.,  828.]    8upr$m€  Ct^  1860,  Cleveland  a.  Whiton,  81  Borh^  544. 

2.  Where  upon  an  application  to  a  surrogate  for  probate  of  a  will  and 
for  letters-testamentary  thereon,  the  residence  of  the  testator  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  in  the  county  of  such  surrogate,  is  plainly  averred 
in  the  petition,  and  is  not  in  any  way  controverted,  but  is  substantially 
admitted  by  all  the  parties  interested  in  the  will,  and  is  practically  es- 
tablished upon  sufficient  evidence,  as  a  &ct,  by  that  tribunal,  that  court 
has  jurisdiction  of  the  case ;  its  determination  is  conclusive  as  to  the 
validity  and  probate  of  the  will,  and  cannot  be  examined  or  assailed  in 
any  collateral  proceeding,  or  ii;L  ftny  other  tribunal  of  original  jurisdio- 
tjou.    Supreme  Ct^  1859,  Bumstead  a.  Bead,  31  Barb.^  661. 

8.  General  principles  of  jurisdiction  stated,    i},. 

4.  A  party  to  the  record,  in  proceedings  before  a  surrogate,  upon  the 
final  accounting  of  an  administrntor,  is  not  a  competent  witness.*  Neither 
the  act  of  December  14, 1847, — authorizing  parties  in  civil  suits  to  ob- 
tain the  testimony  of  tbe  advene  party, — nor  section  899  of 'the  Code, 
r-r-«uthorizing  pi^ea  to  be  examined  on  their  own  behalf,— rhave  iiny 
Deference  to  proceedings  before  a  eurrogate.  [26  Barb.,  817.]  Su- 
prm$  Ct,  1860,  Terry  .a.  Dayton,  81  Barb^  519. 

5.  The  provisions  of  the  statute  in  relation  to  sales  of  lands  of  a  decedent 
for  payment  of  his  debts  (2  jRev.  SM^  101)i  <io  ^ot  authorize  the  sur- 
rogate to  adjust  equitable  rights  claimed  to  exist  between  the  devisees 


•  Otherwise  by  tbe  fm^ndment  of  1860  {Lamt  ^  1860,  787,  ch.  459,  §  12). 
You  XI— 85 
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of  the  real  estate  in  question  and  the  creditors  of  the  deceased.  Su- 
preme Ct^  1860,  Cleveland  a.  Whiton,  81  Barb.^  644. 
6.  If  the  surrogate  makes  an  equitable  set-off  which  the  statute  gives 
him  no  power  to  compel,  his  decree  should  be  reversed,  though  it  is 
such  as  the  appellate  court  would  make  on  an  action  brought  for  the 
purpose.    lb. 

Appeal,  18. 

TAXATION  OF  COSTS, 

The  provision  of  the  judiciary  act  of  1847  {Laws  o/lSilf  645,  §  88), — 
which  declares  that  no  county  clerk  shall  tax  costs  in  any  case,  except 
where  the  amount^  exclusive  of  actual  disbursements,  is  limited  by 
law, — applies  to  special  proceedings, — e.  ff,,  proceedings  in  street 
cases, — but  a  judgment  in  such  case  is  not  necessarily  erroneous  because 
the  derk  taxed  the  costs,  though  he  should  not  have  done  so.  The 
relief  of  the  aggrieved  party  is  by  motion,  and  he  cannot  raise  the  ob- 
jection on  appeal  from  the  judgment.  Matter  of  Fourth  Avenue,  Ante^ 
189. 

TAXES. 

1.  A  person  assessed  or  taxed,  by  reason  of  his  personal  property,  may 
be  committed  as  for  a  contempt,  on  account  of  his  neglect  to  pay  the 
tax.    Eahn's  Case,  Ante^  147. 

2.  The  New  York  Common  Pleas  have  authority  to  commit  for  sach 
neglect  *Ib, 

8.  What  is  a  sufficient  commitment  in  snch  case.    lb, 
4.  Of  the  mode  of  assessing  taxes  on  the  capital  of  corporations.   Oswego 
Starch  Factory  a.  Dolloway,  21  iV;  F.  (7  SnUth),  449. 

TIME. 

Service  on  the  14th  of  a  jusdce's  summons  returnable  on  the  16th,  is  good. 
The  law  does  not  regard  fractions  of  a  day  in  computing  the  time  for 
the  service  of  process,  notice,  or  pleadings  in  a  cause.  [10  Wend., 
422.]    N.  Y.  Cam.  Pi,  1860,  Ball  a.  Mander,  19  Haw.  Pr.,  468. 

TRIAL. 

1.  Where  a  judge,  by  consent  of  parties,  acts  as  trier  upon  the  challenge 
of  a  juror  to  the  favor,  his  rejection  of  evidence  offered  in  support  of 
the  challenge,  as  immaterial,  is  final,  as  would  be  the  decision  of  a  trier 
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on  such  evidence,  and  it  cannot  be  reviewed.     Ci,  of  Appeals^'lSQO, 
Costigan  a.  Cuyler,  21  iV.  F.  (7  Smith),  184. 

2.  The  decision  of  the  court  in  imposing  terms  as  condition  of  leave  to 
amend  at  the  trial,  like  all  other  questions  at  the  trial,  must  be  deemed 
to  be  acquiesced  in  unless  an  exception  is  taken  at  the  time.  Supreme 
Ct.,  1860,  Griggs  a,  Howe,  31  JBarb^  100. 

3.  Where  the  parties  seemed  to  consent  that  all  objections  to  evidence 
might  be  reserved  till  the  close  of  the  trial,  and  accordingly  a  defence 
not  set  up  in  the  answer,  was  proved  without  amending  the  answer, — 
Ifeldy  that  it  was  proper  for  the  referee,  at  the  close  of  the  trial,  to 
strike  out  the  evidence  of  such  defence  on  plaintiff's  objection  to  it ; 
and  subsequent  leave  of  court  to  amend  the  answer  did  not  cure  the 
objection.     Supreme  CL,  1859,  Johnson  a.  Mcintosh,  31  Barh^  267. 

4.  If  a  guarantor  intends  to  rely  upon  the  want  of  due  diligence  in  collect- 
ing, or  in  efforts  to  collect  the  money  due  on  the  note  from  the  princi- 
pal debtor,  as  a  real  and  substantial  defence,  he  should  distinctly  raise 
the  question  at  the  trial  by  asking  for  specific  instructions  to  be  given 
to  the  jury.     Supreme  Ct^  1860,  Gallagher  a.  White,  31  Barb.,  92. 

5.  Where  the  issue  is  usury,  and  the  lender  being  called  as  a  witness,  re- 
fused to  answer  as  to  the  usury,  on  the  ground  that  it  might  criminate 
himself ;  and  the  referee  declined  to  compel  him  to,  and  found  for  the 
plaintiffs.  Held,  that  his  ruling  was  correct.  In  order  to  insist  that 
the  witness  should  be  compelled  to  answer  as  to  whether  there  was  any 
corrupt  agreement  for  usury  (which,  without  reference  to  whether 
usury  was  actually  paid,  would  not  criminate  him),  counsel  should 
have  so  stated  at  the  trial.  Supreme  Ct.,  1857,  Fellows  a.  Wilson, 
31  Barb^  162. 

6.  It  is  for  the  court  to  decide,  taking  into  consideration  the  evidence 
which  may  be  material  on  the  issue,  whether  a  witness  shall  be  com- 
pelled to  answer  questions  which  he  declines  to  on  the  ground  that  he 
would  criminate  himselfl    lb, 

1,  The  rule  that  if  a  witness,  with  the  fault  of  the  party  producing  him, 
fail  to  answer,  his  testimony  is  to  be  stricken  out,  is  applicable  to  the 
case  of  a  party  testifying  in  his  own  behalf.  Burnett  a.  Phalon, 
Ante,  167. 

8.  The  court,  in  its  discretion,  may  limit  the  party  as  to  the  number  of 
witnesses  to  be  examined  as  to  what  occurred  at  a  given  time  and 
place  between  the  parties,  and  a  decision  in  that  respect  is  not  the 
subject  of  an  exception  which  can  be  reviewed  on  an  appeal  from  the 
judgment.  The  remedy  is  to  move  for  a  new  trial.  JT.  Y,  Superior 
Ct,  1859,  Anthony  a.  Smith,  4  Bosw^  503. 

9.  On  being  charged  with  having  committed  an  assault  on  plaintiff,  de- 
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fendant  denied  it,  but  in  a  subsequent  conversation,  being  charged 
again,  was  silent  Ifeld,  that  it  was  proper  to  submit  this  circumstance 
to  the  jury.  Ct,  of  Appeals^  1860,  Jewett  a.  Banning,  21  N.  F.  (7 
Smitk),  27. 

10.  A  judge  at  the  circuit  cannot  order  the  eaB$^  but  only  exceptions, 
to  be  heard  at  the  general  term.  Supreme  Ct^  1867,  Cronk  a.  Can- 
field,  81  Barh^  171. 

11.  Where  the  guilt  of  a  prisoner  depended  upon  the  credibility  of  evi- 
dence giveA  by  an  accomplice, — ffeld^  no  error  to  charge  the  jury  that 

'  they  might  take  into  consideration  the  omission  of  the  prisoner  to  con- 
tradict the  ac(iomplice  upon  a  statement,  in  respect  to  which,  if  false, 
contradictory  evidence  was  apparently  within  the  prisoner'a  power. 
Ct.  </ Appeals,  1860,  The  People  o.  Dyle,  21  If.  Y.  (7  Smith),  678. 

12.  Separation  of  the  jury  is  not,  in  the  absence  of  any  appearance  of 
prejudice  to  the  party  complaining  of  it,*  a  ground  for  a  new  trial. 
[1  Cow.,  221;  3  lb.,  366;  4  lb.,  26,  38;  6  lb.,  288;  2  Wend.,  62; 
3  Johns.,  262 ;  7  lb.,  82 ;  4  Bam.  and  A.,  430.1  N.  T.  Siqferiar  Ci^ 
1869,  Anthony  a.  Smith,  4  Bosw.,  603. 

Answer,  6 ;  Justices'  Courts,  2 

TTNDERTAKING. 

1.  The  court  will  not  require  a  party  who  has  given  security  with  two 
sureties^  as  the  condition  of  a  fevor  shown  by  the  court,  to  renew  the 
security  merely  because  one  surety  has  become  insolvent  Eiseman  a. 
Swan,  Ant€,  112. 

2.  The  reference  ordered  upon  an  undertaking,  given  on  obtuning  an  in- 
junction, to  ascertain  the  damages  sustained  by  defendants,  is  for  the 
purpose  of  fixing  the  measure,  not  the  fact,  of  the  liability  of  the 
obligors  in  the  undertaking;  and  such  an  order  should  not  be  revered 
on  appeal,  unless  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  no  aotion  will  He  on  the 
undertaking.  N.  F.  Superhr  Ct.,  1860,  Carpenter  a.  Wright,  4  Boiw^ 
666. 

8.  It  e^emt,  that  a  dissolution  of  the  injunction,  Mowed  fay  plaintiff's 
acquiescence  by  discontinuing,  is  a  final  determinatioUy  within  the 
meaning  of  the  undertaking.   lb. 

Bond  ;  Rbferincs^  2. 

USE  AND  OCCUPATION. 

The  conventional  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  must  exial  to  sustam  an 
action  for  use  and  occupation.    [6  Johns.,  46 ;  1  Den.,  38;  25  Barb^ 
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243;  13  Johns^  489.]     Supreme  Ci,^  1857,  Sylvester  a.  Ralson,  31 
£arb^  !286. 

USURY. 

Answer,  7,  8  ;  Trial,  5. 


VAGRANT. 

Proof  that  the  prisoner  was  a  common  prostitute  and  idle  person  does 
not  authorize  her  commitment  and  conviction  as  a  vagrant.  It  is  only 
a  certain  class  of  prostitutes — viz.,  those  without  employment — who 
are  declared  by  statute  (1  Bev,  Stat,,  633 ;  Laws  of  1833,  9,  ch.  11) 
to  be  vagrants.    Forbes*  Case,  Antey  52. 

« 

VARIANCE. 

1.  In  an  action  to  recover  back  money  paid  under  contract,  a  variance 
between  an  allegation,  showing  a  cause  of  action  for  failure  to  perform 
a  contract,  and  showing  such  conduct  on  defendant's  part  as  that 
plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  receive  performance, — deemed  immaterial. 
Seaman  a.  Low,  4  Basw^y  337. 

2.  The  answer  set  up  one  entire  contract  for  the  discount  of  two  drafts, 
and  the  taking  of  the  sum  of  $125  as  premium  or  interest;  and  the 
proof  made  out  two  contracts,  each  at  a  discount  of  one-eighth  of  one 
per  cent  per  day  for  the  time  which  would  elapse  before  maturity,  but 
the  time  for  which  the  discount  was  taken,  or  the  sum  taken,  did  not 
appear, — Held^'ihdX  the  variance  between  the  contract  set  out  in  the 
answer  and  that  proved  on  the  trial  was  fatal  to  the  defence.  Supreme 
Ct^  1860,  Griggs  a.  Howe,  31  Barb,,  100. 

Amekdmsnt,  4 ;  Akswse,  7 ;  Appkal,  16, 17. 

VERDICT.       ' 

1.  If  on  the  hearing  of  a  cause,  in  which  the  verdict  is  tftkea  at  a  liti- 
gated trial  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court,  upon  the  questions 
of  law,  the  general  term  should  permit  any  questions  of  law  to  be 
raised  which  were  not  raised  on  the  trial ;  they  should  not  permit 
such  to  be  raised  as,  if  suggested  there,  might  readily  have  been  obvi- 
ated.   jST.  T.  Superior  Ot,,  1859,  McKensie  o.  Fan^l,  4  Boew,,  192. 

2.  That  a  verdict  taken  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court,  may  be  sup- 
ported upon  any  theory  consistent  with  the  facte,  though  not  aug- 
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gested  by  the  pleadings^    The  Oneida  Bank  a.  The  Oatario  Bank, 
21  N.  T.  (7  Smith),  490. 

WARRANT. 

Mode  of  issaing  warrant  for  school-tax.  Doolittle  a.  DooHttle,  31 
Barb.,  312. 

WILL. 

1.  If  the  provisions  of  a  will  executed  by  an  old  and  feeble  man,  differ 
from  his  previously  expressed  intentions,  and  differ  in  favor  of  those 
who  stood  in  confidential  relations  with  him,  it  is  evidence  of  fraud 
and  undue  influence,  which  must  be  overcome  by  the  most  satisfactory 
testimony  that  the  testator  understood  its  provisions,  and  acted  freely. 
Lee  a.  Dill,  Ante,  214. 

2.  Before  a  will,  the  execution  of  which  was  obtained  from  the  testator 
by  the  party  claiming  under  it,  under  circumstances  indicating  undue 
influence,  can  be  admitted  to  probate,  it  must  appear  affirmatively  that 
it  was  made  by  the  testator  when  he  had  intelligence  to  comprehend 
itB  provisions,  and  independence  to  adopt  or  reject  them.    Ih. 

WITNESS. 

1.  In  an  action  by  husband  and  wife,  affecting  the  husband's  interest  in 
lands,  his  wife's  inchoate  right  of  dower  is  not  such  an  interest  as  will 
make  the  husband  an  incompetent  witness.  Under  the  Code,  the 
principle  of  exclusion  rests  on  public  policy,  and  should  not  be  ex* 
tended  beyond  immediate  and  direct  interests  of  the  husband  and 
wife.     Supreme  Ct.,  1859,  Babbott  a.  Thomas,  31  Barb,,  275. 

2.  Section  399  of  the  Code  is  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  authorize  the 
wife  to  be  a  witness  in  her  own  behalf,  and  the  husband  in  his  own 
behalf,  whether  they  be  co-plaintiffs  or  co-defendant^  or  whether  the 
action  be  brought  by  one  against  the  other.  The  real  parties  to  ac- 
tions, when  husband  and  wife,  are  competent  witnesses,  either  for  the 
adverse  parties  or  for  themselves.  Supreme  Ct^  1860,  Shoemaker  a, 
McKee,  19  ffow.  Pr^  86  ;  disapproving  of  26  Barb^  612  i  15  Bow. 
Fr.,  165,  169 ;  but  see  amendment  of  section  399,  Layf$  of  1860, 
787,  ch.  459,  §  12. 

3.  Upon  the  trial  of  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  sustained  by 
the  plaintiff  by  the  use  by  the  defendant  of  the  plaintiff^s  trade-mark, 
the  defendant  jannot  be  compelled  to  answer  questions  tending  to  show 
that  he  has  sold  articles  manufactured  by  himself  with  a  label  thereon, 
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imitating,  resembling,  or  purporting  to  be  the  label  of  the  plaintiff.  He 
cannot  be  compelled  to  give  evidencie  tending  to  prove  either  of  the 
three  &cts  essential  to  constitute  the  offence  prohibited  by  chapter  123, 
section  8,  of  Laws  of  1860.  N.  Y.  Superior  Ct.^  Sp.  T^  1860,  Byass 
a.  Smith,  4  Bosw^  679. 

4.  By  not  claiming  such  privilege  in  other  proceedings  in  the  cause,  the 
defendant  does  not  waive  it  for  the  trial.    lb, 

5.  Whenever  a  person  testifies,  either  voluntarily  or  under  process  of 
subpoena,  to  matters  pertinent  and  material  in  a  proceeding  before  a 
court  or  magistrate  of  competent  authority,  he  is  entitled  to  unqualified 
protection  against  any  action  for  defamation  by  the  words  thus  uttered. 
And  this  rule  applies  in  the  case  of  a  physician  furnishing  evidence 
that  a  person  is  insane,  in  a  proceeding  under  the  statutes  of  the  State, 
for  the  confinement  of  such  insane  person.  Supreme  Ct.<,  1860,  Per- 
kins a.  Mitchell,  31  Barb,,  461. 

€.  T&ough  where  a  man  is  called  to  testify,  or  even  makes  an  affidavit,  in  a 
cause  depending  in  a  court  of  competent,  general,  or  ordinary  jurisdiction, 
and  proceeding  according  to  the  course  of  the  common  law,  he  may 
not  be  required  to  know  or  to  prove  that  all  the  facts  existed,  or  all 
the  steps  had  been  taken,  which  were  necessary  to  confer  jurisdiction 
m  the  particular  case,  in  order  to  establish  that  his  testimony  was  a 
privileged  communication;  yet  where  he  intervenes  voluntarily  in  a 
special  proceeding  not  known  to  the  common  law,  and  not  resulting 
in  a  judgment  according  to  its  forms,  he  must  see  that  jurisdiction  is 
acquired,  and  that  there  is  in  reality  a  proceeding  in  court,  before  he 
can  claim  the  privilege  of  a  witness  for  libellous  charges  against 
another.    lb. 

Examination  of  Parties  ;  SuBRoeAis's  Court  ;  Trial,  5-8. 

WRIT  OF  ASSISTANCE. 

AflSKTANOS. 
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